The United States is gradually moving away from free enterprise toward a form of 
socialism known as fascism. Having spilled so much blood in WWII to defeat the Axis powers, 
most Americans are repulsed by the term "fascism" and would never allow their country to 
become a carbon copy of Nazi Germany or Fascist Italy. Yet, the overwhelming majority of 
Americans are unable to detect our present drift into fascism because -- except for its 
militaristic/police state characteristics -- they have no idea of what it actually is. 

Fascism is government control of the means of production without outright government 
ownership. Under fascism, the government manages the economy through myriad regulations, 
taxes, and subsidies; property owners are in effect trustees for the government, even though they 
are allowed to hold nominal title. For a time, a fascist government may appear to be less 
oppressive than (say) a communist one that unabashedly claims ownership over the means of 
production, but the end result of centralizing power in the hands of the state is always the same. 
In the end, the iron boot of tyranny follows economic control just as surely as night follows day. 

In this issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, we examine the past fascism of Mussolini and 
Hitler as well as the growing fascism in America -packaged in such programs as "national 
service," "national industrial policy," and "national health care," the same types of programs 


crucial to the fascism we fought during WWII. 

We realize that we will be criticized in some circles for pointing out that America is 
adopting such an unpopular and atrocious system, but the label fits, and hopefully a little more 
truth in packaging will help awaken more Americans while there still is time. -- Ed. 


Fuller: An Axe to Grind? 

In his review of Major-General J.F.C. Fuller's history, The Second World War, in the 
March 8th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, Ft. Thornton speaks of two kinds of historians: the 
ideologically committed court historian "who writes in the interest of his masters" and "the other 
category ... the kind represented by General Fuller ... a man of integrity, honest with his readers 
and, perhaps, most importantly, honest with himself." Terming William Shirer's The Rise and 
Fall of the Third Reich a "bloated harangue," Fr. Thornton enthuses that "General Fuller, by 
way of contrast, has no ideological axe to grind." 

I wonder. Although Fr. Thornton goes on at length about Shirer's "affiliation with far-left 
groups and activities" he seems blissfully unaware of General Fuller's own political affiliations. 
Richard Thurlow, in Fascism in Britain: A History, 1918-1985 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987), 
notes that in the 1930s General Fuller was a member of the Nordic League, whose membership 
included "a galaxy of anti-semitic and pro-nazi notables," the British Union of Fascists (the 
"Blackshirts" led by Oswald Mosley), and immediately following WWII, an original member of 
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the National Front. Thurlow refers to General Fuller's 17-page article, "The Cancer of Europe" 
which appeared in Fascist Quarterly Vol. 2, No. 1, in 1935, as one of "the most virulent of all 
anti-semitic diatribes in the inter-war period." 

In his authoritative (and rather sympathetic) biography of Oswald Mosley (NY: Holt, 
Reinhart and Winston, 1975), Richard Skidelsky notes: "The tank expert, Major-General J.F.C. 
Fuller, Mosley's most eminent military supporter, justified fascism's military conception of social 
organization on strategic grounds. Since war had become a total activity, involving not just 
soldiers but whole populations, the distinction between peace-time and war-time politics had lost 
its validity. In the modern age, prevention of war, preparation for war and waging of war all 
required the same economic and political organisation. Fuller's aim was to realise through 
fascism what the war had temporarily created -- a social engine under unified political-military 
direction." 

Even more astoundingly, earlier in the century General Fuller (under the ritual name of 
Frater Per Ardua) was a loyal "disciple" of Aleister Crowley for a number of years, contributing 
essays to The Equinox, the magazine of the self-styled "Beast 666." In The Books of the Beast 
(Wellingborough: Crucible Books, 1987), Timothy D'Arch Smith notes that "the Crowley 
collection of Major-General J.F.C. Fuller ... [was] acquired en bloc by the University of Texas, 
Austin." One of Fuller's earlier books, The Star in the West (1907), is in fact about Crowley. 

I raise these well documented facets of Fuller's own history not out of a wish to 
embarrass Fr. Thornton but to simply put General Fuller in perspective. How is it possible that a 
disciple of Aleister Crowley and a fascist has written what Fr. Thornton considers "perhaps the 
very best" history of WWII? No doubt this is possible, but is it likely? If Shirer's membership in 
the Friends of the Spanish Republic is cause to make one look askance at his history, surely 
Fuller's membership in the British Union of Fascists calls his own version of history into 
question. In any event, it seems preposterous for Fr. Thornton to say that Fuller "has no 
ideological axe to grind." 

J. KINNEY 
San Francisco, California 


Fr. Thornton Replies 

I gain the impression from J. Kinney's letter that he has read about General Fuller, but 
has never read anything by him. How then can he hope to "put General Fuller in perspective"? I 
have read every book written by William Shirer, all of those written by Fuller that are presently 
in print, and several by Fuller that are not in print. For that reason I would change nothing that I 
wrote in my review. 

The evidence shows that William Shirer is a strident leftist and internationalist ideologue. 
His support of the Friends of the Spanish Republic is no small thing. While some try to maintain 
that the Republican forces were democratic and that the communists were of little real import, 
this is simply untrue. We may recall, for example, that almost from the beginning, religion came 
under savage attack under the so-called Republic. Churches, convents, and monasteries were 
looted and set aflame. Priests, monks, and nuns were herded into public squares and burned alive 
before howling mobs of communist butchers. During the course of this anti-religious campaign 
5,255 priests, 2,492 monks, 283 nuns, 249 novices, and 12 bishops were murdered by the 
Republicans. Opponents were killed en masse. Estimates vary, but it is generally conceded that 
somewhere between 75,000 and 100,000 people were summarily executed by the Reds. No 
wonder Pope Pius XI characterized the Spanish Republican regime as one motivated by a "truly 
satanic hatred of God." Significantly, all of these horrors took place at the beginning of the Civil 
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War, in the summer of 1936. To informed men, the nature and intent of the Spanish Republicans 
were never in doubt. Surely Shirer, a newspaper reporter with access to the international wire 
services, could not have been in doubt. 

General Fuller's five-year involvement with Sir Oswald Mosley is not analogous to 
Shirer's situation, given the circumstances of the time. Unlike communism, fascism (using that 
word in a broad, generic sense) was extremely attractive to many good people before the war. It 
possessed (again, unlike communism) no rigid, unified ideology. It was a seductive thing that 
appeared as the wave of the future to some, a bulwark against bolshevism to others, a bastion of 
traditionalism, a defender of religion, an embodiment of nationalism, or a way towards increased 
efficiency in government and business to yet more. It tried to be all things to all men and, in one 
form or another, came to power throughout most of Europe before the war began. 

Though we know that fascism in Italy and Germany turned out badly, we should not 
condemn a man because he was not precognizant of this. Otherwise we should judge harshly a 
group of American Jewish publishers who, in 1933, selected Mussolini as one of the world's 
"twelve greatest Christian champions of the Jews." We would be unforgiving to our former 
Ambassador to Italy, Richard Washburn Child, who wrote in 1928: "In our time it may be 
shrewdly forecast that no man will exhibit dimensions of permanent greatness equal to those of 
Mussolini." We should strongly condemn Winston Churchill for saying to the Duce in 1927: "If I 
had been an Italian I am sure that I should have been wholeheartedly with you from start to finish 
in your triumphant struggle against the bestial appetites and passions of Leninism." We would 
not forget that Churchill also wrote: "I have always said that if Great Britain were defeated in a 
war I hoped we should find a Hitler to lead us hack to our rightful position among the nations." 
And what could we say about the much-beloved Pope Pius XII, who stated: "He [Mussolini] is 
the greatest man I have ever met, and is unquestionably the most deeply good man." One can 
find hundreds, perhaps thousands, of similar opinions from that era. Today we may boldly 
contend, with our superb 20/20 hindsight, that they were mistaken. But must we apply some 
retroactive criterion of "political correctness" to these men and hold all their works suspect? 

Referring specifically to Fuller, General Anthony Trythall writes:"It is important not to 
judge his action [in joining Mosley] by standards derived from feelings of revulsion engendered 
by events which took place after June 1934. It is also reasonable to conclude that he saw in 
fascism a way of implementing the military reforms he thought essential for purely patriotic 
reasons...." 

General Fuller was not an ideological man. He was fiercely anti-communist and stressed 
such traditional ideals as heroism, duty, hierarchy, patriotism, and chivalry. But the complexities 
of ideology were never his forte. 

Regarding the anti-Jewish article that is ascribed to Fuller, I can only observe that in 1920 
Winston Churchill composed a similar piece for the I//ustrated Sunday Herald (of London) in 
which he blamed the Jews for communism. Have all of his later works been proscribed because 
of that poor judgement? (I mention Churchill several times because he is the quintessential 
anti-fascist. Yet he made some of the same mistakes made by Fuller.) 

Fuller's association with Crowley deserves only brief mention. To call Fuller a "disciple 
of Crowley" as if he was this all of his life is a gross calumny. According to Fuller's biographers, 
that association lasted a very short time and ended abruptly in 1911. Many British officers, 
including Fuller, fell into the trap of pagan mysticism after assignment to India. It is to Fuller's 
credit that he cast off this influence when he was still quite young. It has absolutely no bearing 
on his military works, the most important of which were written when the author was in his 
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seventh, eighth, and ninth decades of life! 

I wonder why Mr. Kinney did not mention that General Fuller was the son of an Anglican 
priest or that he was happily married for over 60 years. These things are as relevant, or more so, 
as anything else. Why didn't he note that, during and after the war, major publishers continued to 
publish Fuller's books, ignoring the controversies of the 1930s? Why does he overlook the fact 
that distinguished American military writers such as S.L.A. Marshall and General Albert 
Wedemeyer (who was his friend) praised Fuller highly? Is he unaware that in 1963 the British 
military honored Fuller by awarding him the Chesney Gold Medal for his lifetime of work in 
support of Britain's defense? Does he know that Fuller's volumes on military history are highly 
recommended by the U.S. Army Center for Military History? Instead he highlights two brief 
episodes -- one before World War I and the other in the 1930s -- unfairly selecting these to typify 
a life that extended from 1878 to 1966. 

Let us all hope and pray that, should God bless us with a long life, we will be 
remembered and even celebrated for our genuine contributions to the betterment of our country, 
our society, and our families -- for the good and noble things that we have accomplished -- and 
not for the darker moments that occasionally disfigure every man's life. 

FR. JAMES THORNTON 
Garden Grove, California 


FRONT PAGE Toward a 
Totalitarian State 


Jane H. Ingraham 
The Clinton call to "national service" is really a summons to national slavery 


This is at the soul of Bill Clinton. This is not peripheral ... like 
middle-class tax cuts. Bill will walk away from a lot of things before he walks 
away from national service. 
-- ELI SEGAL Office of National Service 

During the many months of his presidential campaign, in suburbs and cities all over the 
country, one of Mr. Clinton's biggest applause lines was national service. Time after time he 
brought the house down with whistles and cheers as he promised to send every kid to college on 
the federal teat. "In a Clinton administration, we will put forth a domestic GI bill that will say to 
any middle class or low-income person, we want you to go to college; we'll provide the money 
for you to go to college. It will be the best money the taxpayers ever spent. But you've got to pay 
it back either as a small percentage of your income over time, or with two or three years of 
national service where we need it -- here at home -- as teachers, as policemen, as nurses, as 
family service workers." 

Thrilled by the prospect of relief from another responsibility by our Great White Father 
(or is it now our Multi-Racial-Ethnic Father?) in Washington, most of Mr. Clinton's listeners 
apparently did not hear that last line. Or if they did, assuredly they did not have the foggiest 
notion of the frightening potential wrapped up in those few words. Bill Clinton didn't bother to 
explain. It was enough to wax eloquent about how "passionate" he felt about the idea, enough to 
declare that he is an "unswerving advocate" of seeing to it that every young person who wants to 
go to college gets there. Like lambs being led to the slaughter, 43 percent of the American 
electorate, scarcely acquainted with the words "national service" or "community service," much 
less with their meaning, signed on the dotted line. 

George Lays the Foundation 
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Bill Clinton took pains during his campaign to make it appear that paying for college 
through community service is his own caring, compassionate idea. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. The notion of service tied to the bait of either education or soul-lifting altruism has 
been around for a long time, pushed by various socialists and collectivists (who understood its 
real purpose) but rejected by previous generations. That is, until George Bush. Bizarrely 
pretending to be "promoting volunteerism" at a time when volunteerism has never been higher, 
President Bush had hardly taken office when he called for a "new crusade to bring national 
service into every comer of America, beginning with a simple truth: From now on, any definition 
of a successful life must include serving others." To get things going, Mr. Bush created his 
Points of Light Foundation, partially funded with tax dollars, and called on the public to devote 
time and talent to "compassionate," "caring," community service. People smiled and nodded, not 
knowing what he was talking about. 

But as if on signal, ten national service bills were introduced in Congress; interestingly 
enough, the charge was led not by members of Mr. Bush's own party, but mostly by left-liberal 
Democratic members of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). The final version in the Senate, 
introduced by Edward Kennedy (D-MA), was co-sponsored by 35 Democrats, including CFR 
members Daniel Patrick Moynihan (NY), Claiborne Pell (RI), George Mitchell (ME), Charles 
Robb (VA), Christopher Dodd (CT), and Bob Graham (FL). 

On November 16, 1990, after politely demurring that he had not really intended to pay 
for volunteerism, George Bush signed into law the National and Community Service Act of 
1990, which does just that along with a great deal more. Thus we as a people were started down 
another one of the beguiling roads that are destined to converge in the mire of the totalitarian 
state. 

Social Control 

Although George Bush and Congress erected pillar number one of the edifice of national 
service, their CFR colleague, Bill Clinton, adding pillar number two, has hardly come lately to 
the scene. For the past several years he has been hard at work in his own comer, doing his part to 
advance the basic premise of community service -- that government has a legitimate claim on the 
time and talent of the individual for the simple reason that the collective takes precedence over 
the individual citizen. We should never be confused about the fact that the drive for national 
service is political -- not compassionate. Bill Clinton could not care less whether the young go to 
college or not. He knows exactly what he is doing. 

In 1990 Clinton became chairman of the Democratic Leadership Council, whose 
think-tank, the Progressive Policy Institute, "reinvented government" with its highly touted book, 
Mandate for Change. Herein we learn that the PPI has a noble vision: Sure enough, it turns out 
to be a citizens corps, which would be "a way of emphasizing that the rights of citizenship carry 
reciprocal responsibilities," thus forging "a new and more productive relationship between 
government and the individual" (emphasis added). Big on hidden meanings and ambiguous 
wording, Mandate for Change's call for a citizens corps is a handbook for social control. 

And why shouldn't it be? The man whose ideas surfaced in Mandate is the intellectual 
adviser to the Democratic Leadership Council. He is Charles Moskos, professor of sociology at 
Northwestem University, one of those intellectuals who are always hard at work with their usual 
demolition of the philosophical underpinnings of our nation. Moskos is a thoroughgoing 
collectivist who denounces individualism and the market economy as "mean spirited privatism." 
A leading promoter of national service, Moskos laid bare its terrifying face in his 1988 book, A 
Call to Civic Service, which spells it out -- national service is based on the idea that private 
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interests are subordinate to the public good and that community life takes precedence over 
individual pursuits. Getting across this idea, writes Moskos, is necessary for laying the 
philosophical foundation for the popularization of national service. 

Unbeknownst to most people, this "popularization," or intentional philosophical 
conditioning, was a Bush Administration policy which has been going forward rapidly since 
1989. Almost every day during George Bush's term of office, his own national service team 
issued a news release touting a person or organization doing "good deeds." In addition to this 
underhanded brain washing, in 1990 Congress and Mr. Bush created yet another bureau, the 
Commission on National and Community Service, which dreams up "good works" and ladles out 
the dough to enthusiastic do-gooders who do not suspect what they are being used for. 

There was no trouble getting appropriations: $62 million for 1991, $105 million for 1992, 
and $120 million for 1993; mere pittances, to be sure, but enough to do the essential job of 
getting the ball rolling on "challenging needs" such as busing children to clean up parks or 
otherwise waste their time and their parents' tax dollars. Grants from $7,000 to more than $3.5 
million have been "awarded" for "youth service," integrating community service into college 
curricula, and involving college students in community do-gooding, all of which is destructive of 
real education. Yes indeed, we already have community service in action, but the only ones 
aware of it are the educators, who, as usual, are the first to jump on the latest fad with their hands 
out for grants, not realizing they are signing their own death warrants. 

College for All 

Meanwhile, another prong of the philosophical attack on the American mind has been 
going forward. In early February, the National Commission on Responsibility for Financing 
Postsecondary Education issued a unanimous report with much media hoopla, nicely timed to 
support the new President's college/national service "initiative." After two years of 
contemplation, the commission, top heavy with higher education officials (ever eager for 
increasing the size of Behemoth U), recommended doing away with all the mixed-up, confusing 
grants, loans, and requirements and replacing them with a single loan of $14,000 annually for all 
students regardless of family income, to be paid back either from personal funds or through 
community service jobs. After all, since we all agree that we ought to have universal education at 
the elementary/secondary level, the time has come to understand that we need universal 
education at the postsecondary level "in order to survive as a nation." Thus was pillar number 
three put in place. 

Although universal higher education will dumb down quality to levels unimaginable even 
by today's pathetic standards, the real trap in this report is the seemingly illogical aid to the 
affluent. But from the Insiders! point of view, this is imperative. It stands to reason that the 
Insiders' real objective is universal community service; in fact, this is the whole thrust of the 
1990 legislation, which embodies programs for everyone from age five until death. Obviously, 
this universality can never be achieved without making service compulsory. Martin Anderson, a 
senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, gives us ample warning: 

All the people I know who are driving for a form of national service, primarily want it to 

be compulsory. They realize that's a terrible problem politically, so they're not 

willing to say it. It is endangerment of freedom and the potential for 

indoctrination that skeptics do not like in the national service concept. However 

benign the program, some think it will not succeed on any meaningful scale 

unless it is compulsory. [The Boston Globe, November 29, 1992] 

How to do this? One of the 1990 bills -- introduced by Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) and 
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recommended by Moskos -mandated community service as a condition of receiving college aid. 
But this did not fly; it was discarded by the Senate as being "premature." The technique of 
gradualism is always politically prudent, especially in the United States where the mind-set has 
been, at least in the past, hostile to outright government control of the individual. This explains 
why proponents have been forced to back down and allow choice in method of repayment -- for 
now. 

But the state of Maryland does not think compulsion is premature, even when a grant or 
loan is not part of the equation. In what is probably a foot-in-the-door model, Maryland is the 
first state with the audacity to require "compulsory-volunteerism" of all public high school 
students, who are forced to per~ form 75 hours of community service in order to graduate. This 
free labor is equivalent to the state picking up 6,978 full time "social work associates," whose 
entry-level wage is $17,952. Thus the state stands to gain about $125 million in unpaid child 
labor, which not only violates the child labor laws it vigorously applies to the private sector, but 
also violates federal minimum wage statutes and prohibitions against indentured servitude. 
Nevertheless, when last heard from, parents in Maryland were unfortunately not marching on the 
state capitol -- good news for the Insiders. 

Obligatory Do-Gooding 

All this is groundwork for the next federal step, which is inevitable: Community service, 
once established, will be mandated as a condition for college aid. Then great will be the cries 
about "fairness" and "discrimination," since those with money would escape the net. Ipso facto, 
the only equitable thing to do would be to compel all college students to finance their educations 
with government loans repaid through community service. In other words, there would be no 
other way to go to college. Thus today's call for aid to the affluent would find its fulfillment. The 
same is true for the much ballyhooed idea of community service for high school graduates to 
earn credits toward college in advance of going; the cry would go up that only the poor would be 
delayed. In order to be fair, this, too, would have to be made compulsory for all 18 year olds. 

If this seems far-fetched, consider Germany in 1933. Here was one of the world's most 
advanced and educated people. Although it is forgotten now, one of Hitler's first moves toward 
the dark night of the totalitarian state was a call for national altruism which would develop "a 
new social conscience." A constant nationwide barrage of propaganda and pressure toward 
"helping one another" and "caring" soon made "do-gooding" obligatory, not because of any 
law, but on pain of being ostracized and shunned as a "shirker" or "immoral self-seeker" by one's 
fellows. Everyone fell in line. Employees of a textile plant "volunteered" to work extra hours and 
donate the proceeds to victims of industrial accidents; farmers "offered" the use of their homes as 
vacation spots for 50,000 children annually; Dresden municipal employees "willingly 
contributed" one percent of their salaries for promotion of the "national effort." 

Incredibly, this kind of brutal peer pressure is precisely the tactic recommended by our 
nation's "archest conservative," William F. Buckley Jr., a member of the CFR, in his 
contemptible book, Gratitude: Reflections on What We Owe to Our Country. In order to force 
everyone into "spiritually uplifting" civic service, Buckley advocates the Hitlerian method of 
using the people themselves to cow their fellow men into obedience to government. Buckley puts 
us on notice: "It would become humiliating to be a shirker... Those who do not subscribe would 
be seen as being contemptuous of their heritage and ungrateful." 

The real purpose of Hitler's campaign for "caring" was, of course, political -- to change 
the German state of mind, to put the good of the community before the interests of the 
individual. Hitler himself described "voluntary social sharing" as a means of "educating the 
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German people to national socialism." His Hitler Youth program for young people 18 to 21 years 
old was the embodiment of voluntary community service, similar to those being proposed here 
today. But after two years of philosophical conditioning, the mask was thrown off and the 
program became compulsory for college entrance. Likening our own Bush/Clinton (Insider) push 
for national service with the characteristics of European despotism in the 1930s is not so extreme 
after all. (See also "Fascism and National Socialism," page 25.) 

How to Finance 

The fourth pillar of the edifice of national service is getting that all-important first 
appropriation through Congress. Eli Segal, Mr, Clinton's national service director, prepared the 
way for a pull-back from Mr. Clinton's vote-buying rhetoric by announcing that the plan would 
be "more modest" than promised due to the "unexpected increase" in the budget deficit. Of this 
writing, the most revealing figures available as to the real costs come from Charles Moskos, 
who, unsurprisingly, is Mr. Clinton's choice to plan the National Service Trust Fund. Moskos 
says that to be worthwhile, the government would have to forgive loans averaging about $8,000 
per year for each student working in community service. On top of this, each student worker 
would cost taxpayers $10,000 for a stipend, medical insurance, and administrative costs (this last 
probably gravely underestimated). In other words, each community service job would cost 
taxpayers about $18,000 per year. Taking the figure of a $14,000 per year loan, the national 
norm suggested by the Commission, this means that each student would owe $56,000 for his 
college education, or seven years service (at $8,000 forgiven each year). At $18,000 per year, 
this would cost taxpayers $126,000 per student for a college education worth $56,000. 

At the present time, there are more than five million students in college on government 
loans. If only half of them chose to take advantage of the painless, costless, spiritually uplifting 
route offered by Mr. Clinton, the bill for 2,500,000 students would come in for $315 billion per 
seven years. Now we know why the Clinton people changed their tune to "starting small," maybe 
100,000 students, maybe 50,000, although Mr. Clinton spoke of "millions and millions." 

As it turned out on March Ist, when Mr. Clinton "unveiled" his proposal for the "call to 
service," the number of students had dropped to 25,000 at a cost of $400 million for fiscal 1994, 
or $16,000 per year per student, working one or two years after graduation. What could sound 
more reasonable? But left totally obscure is the amount of the loan to be forgiven in one or two 
years. Does our President mean that the $16,000 will cover only the bureaucratic overhead, 
stipend, health benefits, and the newly added child care? Who knows? Obviously, it could not 
cover much else. Just as obviously, the shorter the time in which the loan is "worked off," the 
cheaper it is for the taxpayers. 

But however the figures or years are juggled, the cost of the job added to the college cost 
makes the entire concept financially absurd. It would be far more sensible for our virtually 
bankrupt government to simply make college "free" for everyone and forget the service. But this 
the Insiders naturally can't do. It would eliminate their main objective. 

With the program once safely established, "phasing in growth" would be joyfully 
received by the Washington mentality. As Senator Paul Simon (D-IL) assures us, "[These 
billions] are nothing in a $1.5 trillion budget. The question is not whether we have the resources; 
the question is, are we going to make this a priority?" 

Perhaps another essential point has already struck the reader. Since we're talking about 
college graduates who in all probability would move into fairly high-paying jobs with a good 
future (a college degree increases life earnings by an estimated $640,000), what graduate in his 
right mind would choose to put his career and income on hold for seven years in order to raise 
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his social consciousness? It is true he would end up not paying for his college education, but the 
"lost opportunity" cost would be prohibitive. In all the hearings and discussions reported on the 
subject, only one congressman was moved to remark, "It sounds naive to me." 

The plan is hardly naive, but here, too, we see that it is unworkable as a voluntary 
arrangement. Only legal compulsion (or brutal ostracism) would work. 

"Unmet" Social Needs 

We come now to the kind of community service jobs these college grads would be doing. 
The government, of course, would list the deserving occupations. According to Al From, 
president of the Democratic Leadership Conference, there is a "huge backlog of unmet social 
needs. These jobs are not just a way to pay for college -- this is a big idea with the potential to 
transform our society." Unfortunately, he is right on both counts. As long as human beings are 
human, there will always be unmet needs, but this does not mean we can afford, either logically 
or financially, to meet them. An "unmet need" that From and others have in mind is a 
100,000-man national police force; to make it enticing, in return for four years as a police 
officer, the government would forgive the entire cost of a college education. The advent of a 
national police force would most assuredly "transform society"; the concept is chilling. Why do 
we need such a force? Are we at last to have our own KGB? Expect a propaganda blitz for a 
national police force to "protect us from spiraling crime." 

It is true that the cost of a college education has become (or was it always?) a major 
problem for the middle-class, from which most students come. Most of the reason is traceable to 
government inflation, taxes, and grant policies which fix things so that only the affluent and very 
poor can readily attend. If Bill Clinton were in the least bit sincere about helping students, his 
first act would have been a large middle-class tax cut. Succeeding acts would have included 
lifting the prohibition on withdrawal of IRA funds (one's own money!) without a penalty, thus 
encouraging saving; abolishing the minimum wage (instead of increasing it) so teenagers could 
get summer or evening jobs, and allowing a tax deduction for interest paid on college loans. All 
these steps would help. 

In spite of the high cost, the truth is that there are many ways (perhaps more than ever) 
for a young person to get through college if he really wants to. Sixty percent of students attend 
state universities where there is much state aid. Private colleges have their own aid programs. In 
fact, private schools have increased their tuition in order to increase their aid; the wealthy are 
subsidizing the rest. There are thousands of scholarships, there is work/study, there are campus 
jobs. There is a huge federal program of ROTC scholarships; all college costs are paid in return 
for four years of military service (minus the "new civic ethos"). Private industry finances 
thousands of students, either children of employees or those majoring in fields of interest to 
industry. Many students work for a few years in a real job to save for college. It is doubtful that 
there are many youths who really want to attend college who have not already figured out a way 
to do so. 

Why do we need another multi-billion dollar federal program to add to our $4 trillion 
national debt? Why do we need to import the wasteful, pro-government conscription system of 
socialist Europe as well as the failed European anti-market system of the corporate state? 

Ask the Insiders. 

Reno Approved for Justice 

In order to push through President Clinton's choice of Janet Reno as the new attorney 

general, the Senate Judiciary Committee sped up the process by waiving the normal waiting 
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period, gave Reno kid-glove treatment, then quickly voted its unanimous approval on March 
10th. The following day the full Senate also gave a unanimous vote to Reno, a Dade County 
prosecutor. 

Reno was Mr. Clinton's fourth choice to be the first female attorney general. His first 
pick, Judge Patricia Wald, turned down the nomination; then Zoe Baird withdrew when it came 
out that she had hired illegal aliens as domestic help; and Judge Kimba Wood was forced to pull 
her name just before a formal nomination when the White House became concerned over the 
perception that there might have been irregularities in Wood's hiring of a foreign babysitter. 

Limiting Hillary's Secret Panel 

Federal Judge Royce Lamberth ruled that, according to a 1972 "sunshine law" governing 
federal advisory committees, the health task force headed by Hillary Clinton (who was defined 
by the court as an outside citizen) must be advertised and opened to the public in sessions where 
facts and information are collected. The Administration wanted closed meetings, with Mrs. 
Clinton viewed as the functional equivalent of a government employee. 

Lamberth wrote: "While the court takes no pleasure in determining that one of the first 
actions taken by a new President is in direct violation of a statute enacted by Congress, the 
court's duty is to apply the law to all individuals." Nonetheless, the limits on the panel may be 
minimal since the judge determined that it could meet in private when formulating 
recommendations for the President. Lamberth also exempted from his ruling the numerous 
task-force "working groups" doing most of the chores. Indeed, in an attempt to skirt the law and 
keep proceedings secretive, the overall task force has apparently not yet held a formal meeting. 

Arrests in Trade Center Blast 

The FBI is tracking thousands of dollars believed to have been sent from Europe to two 
suspects arrested in the bombing of the World Trade Center in New York City. A top FBI 
official told Congress that an unspecified "well-known terrorist group" may have been behind the 
blast that injured more than 1,000 people and killed five. 

Two men with ties to each other were arrested in New Jersey -- Mohammed Salameh, an 
illegal immigrant from Jordan, and Nidal Ayyad, a Kuwaiti-born Palestinian-American who 
graduated from Rutgers with a degree in chemical engineering. The inquiry is also examining 
connections between the suspects and a Jersey City mosque where Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman, a 
radical Islamic fundamentalist, preaches the overthrow of the Egyptian government. The sheik 
was on a U.S. terrorist list when given a tourist visa, but has managed to stay in the U.S. despite 
a deportation order by claiming political asylum. 

National Service Plan 

President Clinton outlined a multi-billion dollar plan linking an overhaul of the tuition 
loan program to repayment of those loans through national service in public-works jobs. Starting 
with a pilot program involving 1,000 students and $15 million from his "stimulus" package, the 
President proposed total spending of $7.4 billion over the next four years. The plan covers but a 
fraction of the five million currently receiving student loans. The White House estimates that it 
will cost almost $20,000 to place each student in a service job. 

How much "volunteer" spirit is out there? Currently, only about 18,000 take part in 
Vista, the Peace Corps, and at least 60 state and local programs. Economist Martin Anderson of 
Stanford's Hoover Institution predicted that the voluntary nature of the program might not last, 
and that, say, driver's licenses might eventually be tied to participation. Anderson drew an 
allusion to trading college assistance for indentured servitude. Proponents, suggested Anderson, 
will say: "Tf you agree, you may pay us back in terms of service to the state and become an 
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indentured servants for a year or two ...._ The second choice is you ‘Tl pay us back by becoming 
an economic indentured servant the rest of your life through a surcharge on your income. '" 
Co-opting the Health Industry 

Serious consideration is being given by the White House Task Force on National Health 
Reform to limiting the lees that doctors could charge, with specific charges or ceilings being set 
not only for Medicare and Medicaid payers but also for services paid by private insurance or out 
of pocket. While this move is opposed by most doctors, physicians may be happier with another 
reported Administration goal, namely the imposition of restrictions on medical malpractice 
lawsuits. 

First lady Hillary Clinton, the head of the task force, told the Associated Press that the 
White House has ruled out taxing health-insurance benefits as a way to fund reforms and, saying 
a general health-reform tax hike is "unfair," ruled that out as well. Such a middle-class tax 
increase, she said, is "just not going to happen." The cost of health reform, which has been 
estimated at up to $90 billion annually, might be borne in part by "sin" taxes on cigarettes and 
might be aided by cutting $200 billion worth of needless paperwork and red tape. 

In related events, the director of the Congressional Budget Office, Robert Reischauer, 
testified before a House subcommittee that cost controls are "likely to be more painful than many 
envision, requiring consumers to accept real limits on the quality or quantity of medical care." Ira 
Magaziner, the day-to-day head of the health-reform task force, expressed support for a medical 
"smart card" with personal medical information that "everyone will get at birth." The American 
Medical Association has told Magaziner that it now accepts the idea of a National Health Board 
over prices and practices. The AMA sees "managed care" organizations as the wave of the 
future, and has proposed a "new partnership" with government. Similarly, the Chamber of 
Commerce endorsed "managed competition" in order to restructure the U.S. health system, and 
advocated a mandate for all employers to help pay for health insurance for workers. 

The Chamber of Commerce has also endorsed Mr. Clinton's tax-hiking economic plan. 
Lawrence Hunter, who lost his job in February as chief economist at the Chamber, apparently 
for signing a letter opposing the raising of energy taxes, subsequently told columnists Rowland 
Evans and Robert Novak that Clinton "wants to co-opt business to be a party to his enterprise. 
This is a new collectivism. It looks very much like the corporate state. Some call it fascism." 

"Meaningless" Votes Legalized 

U.S. District Judge Harold Greene ruled that newly acquired votes by congressional 
delegates from the District of Columbia, Guam, the U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and 
the resident commissioner from Puerto Rico are legal, but only because they are "meaningless," 
because of a provision that such votes on the floor of the House of Representatives will not count 
if they are decisive in the final tally. All delegates involved are Democrats, whose additional 
powers (they already could vote in House committees) came after a post-election maneuver by 
DC Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton which sought voting privileges in the "Committee of the 
Whole"; for practical purposes, this means most House votes. 

Facing Republican outrage and the chance that the power grab would be ruled 
unconstitutional, Democrats partially retreated. Norton claimed the decision as a victory, but so 
too did GOP opponents, since the judge indicated that he would not have ruled in favor of a 
stronger vote. Said Greene: If the House had given the delegates a full vote, "its action would 
have been plainly unconstitutional ..... But the House also did something else" -- by adopting a 
"savings clause" that "took away what had been given." 

More Aid to Israel, Egypt 
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While a key congressional chairman overseeing foreign aid expenditures acknowledged 
that the public is getting sick of sending billions of dollars in assistance to Israel and Egypt, the 
Clinton Administration indicated that it has no intention of reducing those funds. Pressures from 
the domestic economy, said Representative David Obey (D-W]), mean that the U.S. "cannot 
forever assume that we're going to be providing this high percentage of this bill to the Middle 
Eastern region." In the 1993 foreign aid budget of $13.9 billion, a total of $5.1 billion will be 
sent to Israel and Egypt. 

In a hearing before Obey's foreign operations subcommittee, Assistant Secretary of State 
for Near Eastern Affairs Edward Djerejian noted that the economic and military aid to those two 
nations comprises 85 percent of U.S. security assistance, but stated that the Administration will 
continue to support aid "at the current level." 

Djerejian also disclosed that, because of help rendered by Jordan in Middle East talks, 
Washington will release the remaining $50 million in Jordanian security aid, which had been 
held up because of Amman's support for Iraq's Saddam Hussein after Baghdad invaded Kuwait 
in 1990. Some $55 million in 1991 and 1992 aid was earlier released. 

This, despite congressional and intelligence reports revealing sanction violations and 
that some military aid sent by President Bush to King Hussein was in turn routed by the 
Jordanian monarch to the Iraqi dictator during the Persian Gulf crisis. 

Italy's "Clean Hands" 

The Italian government led by socialist Prime Minister Giuliano Amato tottered in a 
series of graft scandals uncovered by the year-long probe called Operazione Mani Pulite -- 
Operation Clean Hands. Hundreds of top business and political leaders have been arrested, and a 
full fifth of the parliamentary deputies have been notified that they are under investigation. 

Kickbacks and bribes for public contracts are at the root of the scandal, with the illegal 
payoffs (reportedly a regular ten percent of such contracts) being shunted to various political 
parties. Former socialist Prime Minister Bettino Craxi is likely to lose his parliamentary 
immunity and face trial, and when his protégé Amato tried to ameliorate punishments of 
confessing offenders, in an attempt at damage control, the move backfired. President Oscar Luigi 
Scalfaro refused to sign that decree, and Amato was forced to retreat. 

Corruption and statism have long been a way of Italian political life: The tangenti (the 
"cut," or bribes and kickbacks) last year may have surpassed $6 billion, in a country where the 
state controls more than 50 percent of the economy. Those leading state-run enterprises have 
been high on the list of those ensnared by investigations, with top officials of the state energy 
conglomerate among the most recent arrestees. The national debt, which economists estimate to 
have increased by 15 percent because of corruption, now represents 105 percent of the GNP of 
Italy. 

DoD Gets 85 Percent of Cuts 

Even before an extensive list of potential military base closings was released by the 
Pentagon, Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
berated the assumption that the defense budget should bear the bulk of the budget cuts in the 
Clinton Administration's plan supposedly aimed at deficit reduction. "I am astounded when I 
hear people talk as if the defense budget had not been cut," Nunn told his Senate colleagues, 
"because they obviously do not know the facts." 

Nunn noted that Governor Clinton campaigned to cut $60 billion more from the Bush 
defense budgets for 1993 through 1997 (which proposed $386 billion in cuts), but that now the 
Clinton Administration's "budget proposal calls for cuts of $122.6 billion over this same period." 
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Yet, said Nunn, there are those on Capitol Hill who want still more cuts in defense, "in 
spite of the fact that the defense cuts proposed by the Administration make up 85 percent of all 
of the net spending outlay reductions in the budget proposal." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Media Deception 
on Display 

The fraudulent story that forced the resignation of NBC News President Michael Gartner 
has provoked concern among reporters and commentators, who are afraid the whole house of 
cards called "objective journalism" will fall apart. They also fear that the American people will 
wake up to the ideological nature of the assault being waged by the liberal media. 

The facts surrounding the NBC fiasco are now well-known: NBC's Dateline program 
portrayed General Motors trucks as incendiary firebombs by putting hidden toy rockets on a 
truck during a filmed "accident." The staged event was concocted with the assistance of special 
interests trying to shake down GM for big bucks in legal suits. 

The order to apologize was handed down to Dateline co-hosts Stone Phillips and Jane 
Pauley, who dutifully admitted on the air that the media emperor had no clothes. To make 
matters worse for NBC News, multi-million dollar anchorman Tom Brokaw was forced to go on 
the air shortly thereafter and admit that the network had misrepresented some other film footage. 
In that incident, NBC falsely claimed that logging in Idaho had led to a large fish kill as 
represented in NBC film footage. In fact, the fish shown in the footage had been stunned for 
counting purposes. 

Business Fights Back 

These incidents at NBC help illustrate the frequent targets of the liberal media in this 
country today -- businesses. So-called "public interest" litigation groups and radical labors 
unions are frequently called upon for help by the media. The problem for NBC in the GM case is 
that it went after a business that fought back. 

GM did two things: First, it threatened a defamation suit and a ban on advertising on 
NBC. Second, it conducted a thorough investigation of the story and discovered the details of 
how the staged event was put together. 

In the second case embarrassing to NBC, the network also generated some powerful 
critics, the most important being Senator Larry Craig (R-ID), who took to the Senate floor to 
blast the network and demand an apology. Craig carefully detailed the extent of the NBC hoax, 
noting that the fish shown in the film footage supposedly killed by the logging industry did not 
even come from Idaho. In another part of the report, Craig said, NBC showed an over-harvested 
forest supposedly in Idaho that turned out to be another forest burned in a wildfire. 

GM and the Idaho loggers were fortunate. In most cases of media abuse and misdeeds, 
targets are denied the access necessary to fight back. And when they try, the truth seldom catches 
up with the lie or the distortion. 

"We made a mistake," said Gartner of the GM smear. But that was not good enough even 
for his colleagues in the media, who reacted as if NBC had done something that was not par for 
the course. In truth, as media watchdog organizations have long contended, there is no legitimate 
reason to take anything on television at face value. 

During the midst of a high-level discussion about how reporters could retain an ounce of 
credibility, Phil Donahue laughingly emerged as a spokesman concerned about media credibility. 
Donahue, whose own program regularly features disgustingly perverse guests and issues, is 
increasingly viewed as separated from personalities like Brokaw only by the time of day they are 
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on. 

Television sensationalist Geraldo Rivera, who got his start on "broadcast news" at ABC, 
said NBC had an obligation "to remind us what its reporters did right." The pathetic Rivera 
added, "The net effect of NBC's capitulation might be a trend to abandon going after the big 
guys, and a rush to investigate the Joe's Tires and the Mary's Markets of the world." 

The American people don't need a correspondent who goes out of his way to smear big or 
small businesses; they need scrutiny of a media business that thrives by trying to destroy others 
and by exploiting sex and violence. 

Political Connections 

The most absurd claim made by the authorized apologists for the media was that people 
shouldn't infer from the NBC examples that the shoddy journalism has anything to do with 
ideology or politics. But history shows that the big media have traditionally been associated with 
the liberal-left wing of the Democratic Party and its special interest groups. 

And despite the hand-wringing over the NBC fraud, notorious cases of media bias, 
distortion, omission, and flat-out fakery are increasingly common. Here are a few recent 
examples: 

* CNN talk show host Larry King aired unsubstantiated claims that cellular phones were 
causing brain tumors, The claims were repeated in other media and caused cellular phone stocks 
to plummet. The hapless cellular phone industry tried to defend itself with news conferences and 
press releases. 

* ABC's Prime Time Live program was accused by grocery chain Food Lion of violating 
the law when it conducted an "undercover" investigation of the chain and concocted news about 
meat-handling practices. The attack was orchestrated by the Government Accountability Project, 
a left-wing group, and the United Food and Commercial Workers Union, which has been trying 
to unionize the grocery chain for years. Food Lion sued ABC in court. 

¢ The Gannett-owned newspaper USA Today admitted staging a photo of Los Angeles 
gang members brandishing guns to shock readers. 

¢ The media endlessly replayed a brief portion of the infamous Rodney King beating tape 
without playing the part that showed King behaving in a threatening manner toward police. 

* Reporters hyped the so-called "October Surprise" hoax that the Reagan-Bush campaign 
prevented the release of the American hostages held by Iran in 1980 so Jimmy Carter could not 
claim credit for their return and win the election. Congressional Democrats used the media 
hot-air as an excuse to waste millions of dollars turning up nothing in an investigation. 

* A public television program, Liberators: Fighting World War II on Two Fronts, was 
withdrawn from circulation after revelations that it falsified the role of black American soldiers 
in the liberation of Jewish persons from Nazi concentration camps. 

¢ One of the most famous media hoaxes involved the Washington Post, which had to 
give back a Pulitzer Prize after a story it ran about an eight-year-old child heroin addict turned 
out to be fiction. The author, Janet Cooke, was later denounced by Post editor Ben Bradlee as a 
pathological liar. 

* Cooke's direct editor on that story, Bob Woodward of Watergate fame, has been 
accused of making up his own stories, such as the one about late CIA director William Casey 
fessing up on the Iran-Contra affair at a time when his family said he could not even speak 
because of brain damage. 

The cellular phone and Food Lion cases illustrate that the media like to go after 
businesses that are successful, and the more successful, the better. The U.S. cellular industry, for 
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example, has created in the neighborhood of 100,000 new jobs. Likewise, at the time of the 
attack on it, Food Lion was one of the fastest growing grocery chains in the United States. 
Crusaders or Busybodies? 

By attacking industry leaders, reporters like to think of themselves as crusaders cutting 
businesses down to size. In fact, they are little more than busybodies, thwarting progress, 
destroying jobs, and helping foreign competitors. 

This particular bias is also reflected in favorable coverage of demagogic politicians who 
attack successful industries. The New York Times, for example, has been quick to echo President 
Bill Clinton's criticism of America's pharmaceutical industry, a world leader in life-saving drugs 
which has produced some 80,000 jobs for Americans over the last 10 years. 

Not surprisingly, any business that runs afoul of the professional environmental lobby 
risks being savaged by the liberal media. And some of the biggest phony stories of recent years 
have been environmentally-related. 

For example, the infamous scare over the chemical Alar on apples that was started by the 
CBS News program 60 Minutes devastated apple growers. Working with the environmental 
extremist group Natural Resources Defense Council, a left-wing public relations firm known as 
Fenton Communications, and actress-turned-scientist Meryl Streep, 60 Minutes employed faulty 
and erroneous data to claim that Alar had caused cancer in children. 

Michael Fumento's book, Science Under Seige, documents the specifics of the Alar hoax 
and numerous other scams the media and environmentalists have perpetrated. While the tactic is 
usually to pick on established industries, Fumento documents other scare campaigns, such as the 
attack on the emerging industry that uses food irradiation, a process that helps cleanse food and 
keep Americans healthier. 

Another big scare was mounted over asbestos in buildings. The campaign was so 
successful that some Americans still believe that the substance is a dangerous health threat. It 
turned out that asbestos in buildings actually posed little threat to anyone. 

At this very moment, sensation-seeking and ideologically driven reporters are laying the 
groundwork for other hatchet jobs on businesses and conservative leaders. Or, they are busy 
trying to orchestrate propaganda campaigns to benefit liberal interests in or out of government. 

When they stumble in their perverse pursuits, it is up to media critics who understand the 
nature of the game to point out that the coverage is not accidental, but by design. 

-- CLIFF KINCAID 


NATION Brady Bill: Fitting Us for 


Fetters 
During his economic address to a joint session of Congress on February 17th, President 
Clinton briefly alluded to gun control and declared, "If you'll pass the Brady bill, I'll sure sign it." 
The Brady bill (named for James Brady, the White House press secretary who was 
wounded during John Hinckley's March 30, 1981 attempt to assassinate President Ronald 
Reagan) would impose a five-business-day waiting period prior to purchasing a handgun. It was 
subsequently introduced in the House (H.R. 1025) on February 22nd by Representative Charles 
E. Schumer (D-NY) and in the Senate (S.414) on February 24th by Senator Howard 
Metzenbaum (D-OH). Provisions of the legislation are, for the present, identical to those 
included in last year's ill-fated crime bill conference report. Schumer told reporters that he hopes 
the House will approve the bill prior to the summer recess in early August. Senator 
Metzenbaum hopes to achieve Senate passage by the end of April. 
Road to Disarmament 
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The Brady bill is an important step on the road to domestic disarmament. Schumer was 
candid about the matter when he asserted on February 22nd, "This time, we have a partner in the 
White House willing to work on arms control -- domestic arms control." 

The Second Amendment has been eroded a step at a time, usually by measures (such as 
the Brady bill) portrayed as "reasonable" and "moderate" attempts to "fight crime." 
Describing this piecemeal strategy of the gun control lobby, National Council to Control 
Handguns (now Handgun Control, Inc.) Director Nelson T. "Pete" Shields was quoted by the 
July 26, 1975 issue of The New Yorker as saying: 

We're going to have to take one step at a time, and the first step is necessarily -- given the 

political realities -- going to be very modest. Of course, it's true that politicians 

will often go home and say, "This is a great law. The problem is solved." And it's 

also true that such statements will tend to defuse the gun-control issue for a time. 

So then we'll have to start working again to strengthen that law, and then again to 

strengthen the next law, and maybe again and again _.... Our ultimate goal -- total 

control of handguns in the United States -is going to take time ...._ The first 

problem is to slow down the increasing number of handguns being produced and 

sold in this country. The second problem is to get handguns registered. And the 

final problem is to make the possession of a// handguns and al/ handgun 

ammunition -- except for the military, policemen, licensed security guards, 

licensed sporting clubs, and licensed gun collectors totally illegal. 

When Senator Metzenbaum first introduced the Brady bill in 1987, there was little 
congressional support for the waiting period ploy. As he explained when introducing S.414 on 
February 24th, "there were no original cosponsors of the legislation" that year. In 1989, however, 
there were ten; in 1991 there were 11; and this year 26 senators signed on as original cosponsors. 

Under provisions of the bill, local law enforcement agencies would be required to 
conduct a background check on potential purchasers within five business days. This federal 
waiting period would not apply to states that have their own laws requiring background checks 
prior to handgun sales. The waiting period would presumably be scrapped once the attorney 
general affirms that a computerized nationwide instant background check system is in place. The 
attorney general would scrutinize each state's situation and establish a timetable for achieving 
compliance with the instant-check system. He (or she) would have authority to reduce federal 
crime-fighting funds by up to 50 percent for states not complying with the timetable. Such is the 
stick. The carrot is a $100 million appropriation to help states upgrade and computerize their 
criminal records and eventually link them with the central FBI system. 

Ominous Implications 

One of the ominous, underpublicized hooks in the bill is a provision which, for all intents 
and purposes, nullifies gun ownership as a right, substituting instead the whim of a government 
bureaucrat who may, should he feel so inclined, impose a waiting period of unlimited duration. 
Regarding the five-day wait, the bill provides that a "chief law enforcement officer or other 
person responsible for providing criminal history background information ... shall not be liable in 
an action at law for damages" should the officer "prevent the sale or transfer of a handgun ... to a 
person who may lawfully receive or possess a handgun." 

Similarly, once an instant-check system is in place, the bill provides that neither "a local 
government nor an employee of the Federal Government or of any State or local government 
responsible for providing information to the national instant criminal background check system 
shall be liable in an action at law for damages" should he "prevent the sale or transfer of a 
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handgun ... to a person who may lawfully receive or possess a handgun." 

The implication seems inescapable. As Firearms Coalition head Neal Knox explains, "If 
an anti-gun police chief said that you could not buy a gun, even if there were no legal basis for 
the refusal, you would have no legal recourse." 

On September 28, 1992, as an indication of the bipartisan nature of the assault on the 
Second Amendment, former Presidents Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, Gerald Ford, and Richard 
Nixon signed a letter urging senators to "put aside partisan politics and do what is right for the 
American people" by "voting for the Brady bill ." Ronald Reagan's participation in the campaign 
for the bill rankled many of his conservative loyalists. After he was shot by John Hinckley in 
1981, he was badgered by media leftists to reverse his pro-gun stance. Instead, he reaffirmed his 
opposition to additional anti-gun legislation. But at a crucial point in the debate over the Brady 
bill two years ago, Mr. Reagan, who had attracted the support of gun owners both as a candidate 
and as President by opposing gun control, endorsed the Brady bill during a March 28, 1991 
convocation at George Washington University. 

No Deterrent to Felons 

Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell (D-ME), a co-sponsor of the Brady bill, asserted 
in a February 24th statement that "the principal purpose of this proposal is to help keep handguns 
out of the hands felons." In their recent study entitled Myths About Gun Control, published by 
the Dallas-based National Center for Policy Analysis, researchers Morgan O. Reynolds and 
W.W. Caruth III cited some of the high-profile gun incidents that have served to fuel anti-gun 
hysteria to illustrate the impotence of waiting periods in deterring the perpetrators of such 
crimes: 

¢ John Hinckley, for instance, "purchased his weapon in Texas, where there is no waiting 
period" and "could easily have purchased it in almost any other state, including those with 
waiting periods." After all, he "had no criminal record and no public record of mental problems. 
Moreover, since he bought his weapon five months before he tried to kill the president, even a 
waiting period of several months would not have affected the outcome .... Even if the Brady 
bill were law ... it would not have protected James Brady." 

¢ In January 1989, Patrick Purdy employed a semiautomatic rifle to fire into a schoolyard 
in Stockton, California, killing five children and wounding many others. Reynolds and Carruth 
recalled that prior to the shooting, "Purdy had successfully completed a 15-day waiting period in 
California, where a check of his records found that he had no felony conviction. Seven previous 
felony arrests had all been plea-bargained to misdemeanors. If any one of those had not been 
plea-bargained, and if he had been convicted, it would have gone on his record. Nor did his 
records mention the evaluation made earlier in the El Dorado County Jail in which Purdy was 
judged to be suicidal, homicidal and extremely dangerous." 

* On December 8, 1980, Mark David Chapman shot musician John Lennon to death in 
New York City. "Chapman bought the pistol legally in Hawaii after a seven-day waiting period," 
noted Reynolds and Carruth. "He had no previous criminal record. Indeed he was a security 
guard and no gun control law that anybody is proposing would have stopped him from having a 
gun." 

¢ In Canada, Marc Lepine killed 14 women and wounded 12 at the Ecole Polytechnique 
de Montreal on December 6, 1989. "He used a semiautomatic Ruger mini-14 rifle which he 
purchased legally after having been checked and cleared by the Canadian police. He had no 
previous criminal record." 

Invalid Argument 
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Senator Herb Kohl (D-WI), another cosponsor of $.414, asserted on February 24th that 
he "believes strongly in the value of waiting periods" because they "give people consumed by 
violent passion time to cool off." But is the "cooling off" argument valid? In his important book, 
Point Blank: Guns and Violence in America, Dr. Gary Kleck, professor of criminology and 
criminal justice at Florida State University, carefully scrutinized a 1982 survey of Florida prison 
system inmates. He concluded that of 342 felons who had committed handgun homicides, less 
than one percent might have been deterred by a waiting period. Only "about 1 in 200 handgun 
killings were potentially preventable by a 7-day waiting period," and even that figure "still 
exaggerates the violence-preventive potential of waiting periods," since it fails to take into 
account such possibilities as that: 

¢ "[S]ome of the few killers who otherwise seemed 'preventable' either also owned a long 
gun or could have acquired one, and could have used one in their crimes if a waiting period had 
prevented immediate acquisition of a handgun"; 

¢ "[S]ome of those who were successfully denied a gun might still have killed with a 
different kind of weapon"; 

¢ "(Many of the killers had ongoing relationships with their victims, prior confrontations 
with them, and continuing reasons to attack them long after any waiting period was over"; and 

* "[S]ome of the few otherwise 'preventable' killers could have obtained guns through 
other channels, besides retail purchase, that most criminals use -- purchase from friends, theft, 
trade, borrowing, and so forth." 

In other words, Dr. Kleck concluded, "it is not clear that in the Florida sample there was 
even one handgun killer who could have been prevented from killing his victim due to a waiting 
period." 

** ** *K 

Senator Metzenbaum believes that the Brady bill "is the most effective anti-crime 
measure before the Congress," since it "keeps guns out of the hands of criminals." 

To the contrary, the Brady bill is simply another example of the strategy of patient 
gradualism by which a once-free people are being fitted for letters. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


WORLD The Nixon and 
Clinton Team 

When former President Richard Nixon showed up at the White House for a get together 
with Bill Clinton, numerous media commentators chuckled about a meeting of a "political odd 
couple." They noted that Mr. Nixon is a Republican, a conservative anti-communist, and a man 
still suffering some disgrace over his Watergate misadventures. On the other hand, they 
remarked, Mr. Clinton is a Democrat, a liberal, and a new chief executive riding a wave of early 
popularity. Supposedly, these two could hardly be further apart. How wonderful that they could 
get together to talk about important matters of state! 

What's the Difference? 

In reality, these two men are much more alike than the press will report. One may be a 
Republican and the other a Democrat, but the affiliation of each with the Establishment's Council 
on Foreign Relations is far more telling. Those who portray Nixon as a conservative focus on his 
conservative rhetoric while ignoring his liberal actions as President. Unlike Nixon, Bill Clinton 
will be a liberal without trying to seem otherwise. Ultimately, they both favor a tax-and-spend 
domestic policy along with internationalism at the expense of national sovereignty. 

A few weeks ago, Richard Nixon toured Russia and met with Russian President Boris 
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Yeltsin. The once-disgraced President came home insisting that America must send aid to keep 
Yeltsin in power. As chance would have it, President Clinton pointed to the need for increased 
aid for Russia in a February 26th speech at American University. 

Five days later, according to the New York Times, the two men enjoyed a 40-minute 
telephone conversation. Then, on March Sth, the Times published a major op-ed piece by Nixon 
in which he stated, "Without a substantial increase in aid from the West, the Yeltsin government 
will not survive." We must send aid, he wrote, to keep a "hard-line nationalist government" from 
regaining power. (Nixon was only one of numerous recent presidents whose policies calling for 
aid and trade to the USSR kept those hard-line communists in power for decades.) 

Delivering money now will keep us from having to increase our own defense budget "by 
billions of dollars," insisted the former President. No one is supposed to recall that Yeltsin was a 
top communist during the 1980s and ought to be repudiated as an arch criminal. 

Immediately, Mr. Clinton praised the Nixon article in a news conference and promptly 
extended an invitation to the former President to come to the White House to meet with him. 

Foreign Aid Adds to Deficit 

The Clinton plan -- enthusiastically endorsed by Nixon -- calls for boosting direct aid to 
the Yeltsin government from $417 million this year to $700 million in 1994. This, mind you, 
from a government that expects more than $300 billion in red ink in 1993, and at least that much 
next year. But Mr. Clinton also has in mind joint ventures to develop Russian oil and gas fields, 
more bank credits, a restructuring of Russia's $84 billion foreign debt, and pressure on Japan and 
other nations to throw in more aid. 

In the middle of the Nixon-Clinton waltz, the press, which refuses to note the ideological 
closeness of these two men and how their agreement on this issue was so obviously staged, 
recalled Henry Kissinger's attitude about the matter. Another prominent member of the CFR, 
Kissinger was quoted as warning about the danger of aiding Russia while not aiding the other 
former Soviet republics. So we were given a choice after all: Send tax dollars to Yeltsin alone or 
send the hard-earned money of the American people to Yeltsin and many others. 

Russia is struggling after 70 years of socialism. Foreign aid always impedes the growth 
of free enterprise because it always fuels the bureaucracy that stifles freedom. As any careful 
reading of history will show, sending money to governments always builds or sustains 
governmental power -- just the opposite of what is needed. 

The real goal here is to pave the way the "new world order," which may be defined as 
socialism and world government. Tearing America down economically while keeping the wrong 
kind of government in place elsewhere is what this Clinton-Nixon charade is all about. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. How high was voter turnout for the last election? 
-- L.L, Havelock, NC 


A. The turnout in 1992 was more than 55 percent of eligible voters, an increase from the 50 
percent that turned out in 1988 and a reversal of a pattern of decreasing percentages in recent 
elections. Since the end of World War II, the highest level was reached in 1960, when 64 percent 
of the voters cast ballots. Before that, the highest figure was in the 1876 elections, when 82.7 
percent went to the polls. (These percentages take into account women who became legal voters 
in 1920 and the lowering of the voting age to 18 in 1971.) 

The newest gimmick to increase the numbers of those voting, which no longer includes 
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stipulations as to whether or not prospective voters can even read, is the so-called "motor-voter" 
bill, which allows voters to sign up when getting such documents as driver's licenses. The fact 
that voter fraud will also likely increase is overcome in the minds of many supporters by partisan 
considerations. Moreover, as Senator Trent Lott (R-MS) recently noted, it is not by accident that 
one can register at the welfare office but not at the tax assessor's. Nor should one be surprised 
that a legislative amendment requiring proof of citizenship before registering was defeated. 

Q. What has Libya's Muammar Qaddafi been up to lately? Is there still an embargo on Libya? 

--S.A., Tyler, TX 


A. Yes, there is still an embargo against Tripoli. No, Qaddafi has not turned over a new leaf. 
Indeed, the U.S. recently accused Libya of constructing a second poison-gas facility, in addition 
to the huge Rabta site which has been in operation for years, with some officials suspecting 
European companies of assisting Tripoli with construction of the new underground 
chemical-weapons plant. A State Department spokesman said that "the United States is 
convinced that Libya is still in the chemical weapons business and is, in fact, constructing 
chemical weapons manufacturing and related facilities." 

The site at Rabta, though supposedly damaged by fire last March, was considered by the 
Bush Administration still to be in operation. Former CIA Director Robert Gates stated publicly 
in December that Libya "has no intention of giving up its chemical-weapons program." Libya 
had earlier indicated a willingness to sign a United Nations convention banning chemical 
weapons, but did not do so in January as some expected. 

Bonn press accounts have indicated that the German government is investigating 
domestic companies thought to be dealing with Libya's second alleged poison-gas plant, which 
would be in violation of a Security Council resolution against weapons related exports to Libya. 
Some German firms were determined in 1988 to have assisted in the construction of the Rabta 
facility, said to be the largest chemical weapons-complex in the Third World. 

Q. When was the federal budget last balanced? 

-- W.A.S., Michigan City, IN 


A. The federal budget has not been balanced since 1969. As a result, some 21 cents of every 
dollar you pay in federal taxes is used to pay interest on the national debt -- which of course is 
still growing since, among other things, the federal government currently borrows the equivalent 
of one million dollars every minute of every day. 

The "cuts" in the Clinton economic proposal -- supposedly aimed at the deficit -- are 
laughable, or would be if they were touted in some other welfare state. The Administration 
scoured the $1.427 trillion in non-defense spending slated for 1997, as noted by Harvard 
Professor Martin Feldstein, and actually found some that "don't work or are no longer needed." 
Great, right? How much? Under $3 billion worth, or 0.25 percent. 

Q. Did capturing the head of the Shining Path guerrillas "decapitate" those terrorists in Peru? 

-- M.L., Union City, TN 


A. When Peru's police captured Sendero Luminoso honcho Abimael Guzman and several other 
leaders last September, it did put a crimp in the operations of Maoist terrorists. Nevertheless, the 
Shining Path has not shut down. 

After the arrest of Guzman and before municipal elections were held earlier this year, the 
guerrillas were the likely perpetrators of at least a dozen mayoral assassinations. More than 100 
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candidates for municipal offices resigned in fear, according to Peruvian press accounts. Enrique 
Obando, chief researcher of the Peruvian Center for International Studies, has been quoted as 
follows in the Los Angeles Times: "Sendero has lost its head, but it has kept its body almost 
intact." 
Q. Is the Davis-Bacon law operating in those areas of the country hurt by last year's hurricane? 
-- P.R., La Porte, IN 


A. After massive storm damage last year, President Bush suspended the Davis-Bacon law in 
south Florida and the coastal areas of Louisiana and Hawaii. The October suspension of the law 
(which stipulates in effect that union wages be paid for any federally subsidized project) was 
done to speed up reconstruction and repairs. 

Davis-Bacon, as it happens, was passed in 1931 at the behest of labor unions to minimize 
competition from minority workers. The Bush suspension, which would have created up to an 
estimated 11,000 jobs (at lower than union wages), did not please the labor bosses. They so 
informed President Clinton, who sat up straight, and barked out an executive order in early 
February to revoke the suspension and to go back to business as usual. 

-- WILLIAM _P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION The Japan 
Gambit 


JANE H. INGRAHAM 


Selling Americans on a national industrial policy 


Remember the Japanese "economic miracle"? How could anyone forget it! A mere two 
years ago the "invincible engine" of the Japanese "power-house economy" was destined to "roll 
over the world." The Japanese were "buying up America," and "on the cheap," too. Our auto 
industry was "sliding relentlessly into the hands of the Japanese." Aspiring MBAs listened in 
awe as their professors discoursed on the Japanese "economic dreadnought." Americans feared a 
"loss of destiny" and a coming "dependence upon Japan." Former Senator Howard Baker, a 
member of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), instructed us on two facts: "First, we're still 
at war with Japan. Second, we're losing." 

The Japanese were happy to add their insights. Sony CEO Akio Morita, a member of the 
Trilateral Commission, co-author of the celebrated best-seller called The Japan That Can Say 
No, wrote that America's decline and Japan's increasing industrial strengths had already created 
"a new balance of power," that very soon the defense of America would become "dependent on 
Japanese supply sources," and that Americans make money "by shuffling it around instead of 
producing goods for some actual value." But not to worry. Morita assured us that Japan would be 
happy to "manage the U.S. decline." 

A Change of Tune 

Now we're being told by leading news sources such as Business Week (April 27, 1992) 
that all of the above was just a myth. All those "facts" on which the media lavished tons of 
newsprint and untold hours of air time -such as that Japan's global acquisition drive was 
unstoppable, that its omnipotent bureaucrats ran a_ fail-safe economy, that it had endless 
access to cheap money, that world markets would collapse if the Nikkei fell below 20,000, and 
that the U.S. economy just couldn't compete -- well, they were all just myths, you see. 

Looking back on these myths from the vantage point of today's Japanese implosion, one 
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senses that there is much more than myths to the strange story of Japan's meteoric rise and fall in 
a period of less than five years. Even at the height of Japan's bull market in 1989, free market 
economists tried to point out that Japan's economy, totally controlled from the center, was 
destined to fail. Far from being any kind of miracle, they said, Japan was simply another 
example of the "fatal conceit" -- the belief of government big-wigs and corporate elitists that 
their own omniscience is superior to market forces. As far as they went, these economists were 
impeccably correct. But they could only scratch the surface of the hidden reality of what was 
really going on in Japan -- or why. 

In order to understand what happened in Japan we must go back to the famous G-7 Plaza 
Accord of 1985 when the international Insider bankers agreed that the U.S. should deliberately 
weaken the dollar relative to other currencies. To justify this move they trotted out the stale, 
disproven mercantilist theory that a strong currency, which makes imports less costly, brings on 
an "unfavorable balance of trade" damaging to the national economy. Since the idea that a trade 
deficit is damaging is a myth, we can be sure that there were more ulterior motives behind the 
accord. One of them surely was that a soft currency makes imports more costly for consumers, 
thus serving as a form of protectionism for domestic industry and agriculture. 

Centrally Controlled Economy 

But there were other reasons for the Plaza Accord. Its effect on Japan has been dramatic, 
as we shall see. But first we should know that historically Japan has always had a centrally 
controlled economy. Before Word War II, cartels of old-line families known as zaibatsus tightly 
controlled all commerce. When these cartels were abolished during the U.S. occupation, their 
place was taken by a new kind of "family" -- the keiretsu system of banks, corporations, 
suppliers, and distributors. The keiretsu system is closely linked by a complex structure of 
interlocking directorships and cross-shareholdings, all protected, guided, and regulated by the 
government through Japan's Ministry of Finance. If a corporation needs to obtain credit, it 
purchases some of the shares of the bank belonging to its cartel, while the bank in turn purchases 
shares in the corporation, thus becoming both lender and part owner. Creditors and debtors are 
thus bound together in a mutually supportive system. Suppliers and distributors are captive to the 
more powerful members of their keiretsu, allowed to deal only within it, and forbidden to seek 
other, more profitable markets. 

This unique system obviously thwarts domestic competition. But of much more 
importance for Insider purposes, it makes the Japanese real estate, financial, and industrial 
sectors impenetrable to foreign competition and takeover. 


What did happen in Japan after 1985 as a result of the Plaza Accord? At the time of the accord 
the Japanese economy was doing well with slightly rising business investment, an interest rate of 
five percent, a trade surplus, and an average price-earnings ratio of about 25 on the Nikkei, 
which hovered around 13,000. But when the Federal Reserve weakened the dollar (by pouring 
money into the international financial system), the value of the yen suddenly rose sharply in 
terms of dollars. The Bank of Japan then greatly increased the money supply, pumping vast 
amounts of yen into the economy via the banks and causing interest rates to fall to scarcely over 
two percent. The Tokyo Stock Exchange, unlike those in New York or London, is very narrowly 
based, with cross-holdings of banks, real estate, and corporations accounting for 70 percent of 
stock holdings. With an interest rate fallen so low that money was practically free, huge amounts 
poured into the Nikkei competing for the thin supply of stocks. A bidding-up process ensued, 
similar to our savings & loan/real estate boom, only on a much larger scale. Overnight, land 
prices in Tokyo, Osaka, and other major cities were bid up 10, 20, 100 times their value. 
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Price-earnings ratios of shares rose to stratospheric multiples of 70, 80, or 100 times earnings, 
meaning that there was no real wealth behind the boom. In essence, the equity and real estate 
markets were pumping each other up by repeatedly buying each other's shares. The banks, the 
linchpin of this asset inflation mechanism, provided the credit needed (courtesy of the central 
bank) to keep prices rising. By January 1987, the Nikkei had risen to 18,820; in January 1988 it 
was 21,217; in January 1989 it was 30,243, and in December 1989 it hit its record high of 
38,985. 

Those who cashed in at the right time made fortunes, especially the banks themselves. 
Out of nowhere, they became the largest in the world in terms of assets. In 1989, the first seven 
of the world's ten largest banks were Japanese. But best of all (for the Japanese), all this money 
was in yen, now one of the world's most valuable currencies, courtesy of the Insiders. The banks 
lost no time in extending their reach around the world, becoming global titans, financing 
everything from Pebble Beach golf courses, to office towers in Manhattan, to auto plants in 
Thailand. Investing heavily in real estate, they bought 50 percent of the hotels and restaurants in 
Hawaii and 10 percent of commercial real estate in greater Los Angeles. They bought 
Rockefeller Center, Columbia Pictures, Firestone, giant media conglomerate MCA, and many 
others. 

But all these properties were minor compared to the incredible sum of over $2 trillion 
invested in international bank loans, comprising 40 percent of all global lending. Together with 
Japanese insurance companies, they bought enormous amounts of U.S. government debt, with 
insurance companies alone holding over $18 billion worth of Treasury securities. It began to 
look as though Japan actually had become "financier to the world" and was "dictating the price 
of money to a capital-starved world," as was being claimed. 

Bursting the Balloon 

Then came Yasushi Mieno, former finance minister of Japan, formerly with the IMF, and 
veteran member of the Insider banker elite. In November 1989 Mieno was appointed head of the 
central Bank of Japan, "just in time" we were told, to save Japan from the "threat of inflation." 
Only there was no threat of general inflation in Japan since by far the larger part of its excess 
liquidity had been channelled abroad, not circulated domestically. Nevertheless, Mieno 
deliberately set about puncturing the "asset balloon"; he boosted the interest rate, turned off the 
money spigot, and ordered banks to curtail real estate lending. Within a few months, the interest 
rate shot up to six percent and the money supply growth plummeted from over 13 percent to less 
than two. The days of a seemingly endless supply of virtually free money were over. 

The crash was on. Over $2.6 trillion in value has been wiped out on the Tokyo Stock 
Exchange, close to 60 percent. Corporate bankruptcies reached a six-year high in 1992, jumping 
32 percent from 1991 and marking the 27th consecutive month that failures rose from a year 
earlier. Failed business debt totals over $60 billion. Nissan's domestic production is down 19 
percent and Toyota's 5.7; six of 11 auto makers will lose money this year. The government has 
slashed its growth forecast for the fiscal year ending March 31st from 3.5 to 1.6 percent; during 
the 1980s, the economy grew at five percent. As for the banks, they are holding $215 billion 
worth of bad debt, with 70 percent of real estate developers no longer paying interest on loans. 
Land prices in Osaka have dropped 40 percent, slashing the value of the collateral that secures 
the loans of the banks. However, there won't be any meltdown of banks with the taxpayers 
picking up the tab as in the U.S., for the giant international Japanese banks are well protected 
with the enormous amount of interest they're collecting from the trillions they have lent or 
invested abroad. (At least the U.S. Treasury hadn't defaulted when last heard from.) 
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Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa, a member of the Trilateral Commission (what else?), 
seeking "the earliest possible end to the recession," "stimulated" the economy (like his Trilateral 
colleague Bill Clinton intends) by raising taxes and pouring $87 billion into government 
"investment," a euphemism for public works. Of course these two Insiders are not economic 
illiterates; they both know that these steps are ridiculous nonsense as a cure for recession. But 
they also know that ever higher taxes and spending are the route to ever greater government (and 
personal) power -- and power is the name of the game. Moreover, deepening recession in Japan 
will make change more acceptable and welcome to the Japanese people -- precisely as it has to 
Americans. Next to war, economic distress has always been the most effective method used by 
the Insiders for altering an economy and ultimately a nation. 

Japan's Big "For Sale" Tag 

Akio Morita, the arrogant Sony CEO who was ready to bury the U.S. a few years ago, is 
now hoping Americans will buy Japanese assets. "There's a big 'For Sale' tag on Japan now," he 
says. "I hope America will step in and buy our corporate shares." This amazing remark by a 
Trilateral Commission member served notice that behind the red ink statistics a profound change 
is actually taking place. We are told that a new climate is emerging, that the old habits of 
complicity between government and big business are becoming unacceptable, that heavy 
government regulation and guidance are being phased out, that Finance Ministry bureaucrats are 
now being called "petty tyrants." However exaggerated all this may be, the kernel of truth is that 
the 70 percent cross-held sector of the stock market is breaking open to foreigners. 

A review of the game plan so far reveals that the U.S. Insiders have scored a number of 
points: An enormous amount of U.S. government debt is being financed by Japan; in spite of 
screams about the Japanese "buying up America," U.S. sellers of property have laughed all the 
way to the bank; exports have been helped and a brake put on imports; and the death knell has 
been sounded for the keiretsu system. But the most important American Insider objective has 
still to be mentioned: The selling of the idea of the corporate state to the American people. 


The corporate state is called many things, depending on the time, place, and need for disguise. 
in the U.S. the favored terms are "industrial policy" and "competitiveness policies," which sound 
far removed from the most accurate term, fascism. That word alone is never used by proponents 
of industrial policy; it has a bad reputation. It was, in fact, the heart of German and Italian 
economic policy during the 1920s and 1930s. No matter what it is called, the basic concept 
remains the same -- national economic planning by a government/corporation/union 
"partnership." That is, government control of the means of production without government 
ownership. Although Japan developed its own version in the vertically integrated keiretsu 
structure, the idea of government controlling business through subsidies, tax breaks, bailouts, 
and especially protection from both domestic and foreign competition is basic to the concept. 

Going back to the 1980's hysteria over Japan, it is easy now to see the design implicit in 
it. Its primary message was that the Japanese "miracle," whatever it was, had made Japan so 
superior that it was threatening the prosperity and "competitiveness" of the United States. We 
began to hear that "we must learn from Japan." Whatever it was that Japan was doing, we must 
do. 

Calls for Industrial Policy 

The four quarters that would enormously benefit from industrial policy -- union bosses, 
socialist businessmen, left-wing intellectuals, and power-hungry politicians -- had long been 
busy laying the groundwork with numerous committees, boards, books, and proclamations. The 
AFL/CIO (whose president, Lane Kirkland, is a member of both the CFR and the Trilateral 
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Commission), called for a National Strategic Planning Board made up of representatives of 
government, labor, and business leaders to set goals for American industrial development, as 
well as to formulate plans for America's auto, steel, and other industries. Businessmen such as 
Felix Rohatyn of the New York international banking house of Lazard Freres and a powerful 
member of both the CFR and the Trilateral Commission, together with former Du Pont Chairman 
Irving Shapiro (former CFR) and representatives from Chrysler and Burroughs corporations, 
called for an industrial policy "based on cooperation of government with business and labor." An 
"Industrial Development Board, composed of government, labor, and business leaders" should 
develop "strategies to promote industrial growth"-- wording almost identical to Mussolini's in the 
1920s. As the concept was brought more into the open, business became increasingly outspoken 
in its demands for government (taxpayer) assistance. Makers of electric cars, high-tech batteries, 
computer chips, supercomputers, and semiconductors have all had their hands in the till. Indeed, 
we already have a Japanese-style venture between government and industry called Sematech, set 
up to rescue the U.S. computer chip-making business. Unsurprisingly, leading industrialist Craig 
Barrett, a Sematech board member and chief operating officer at Intel Corporation, is an 
outspoken supporter of industrial policy. Nor is it surprising that Silicon Valley recently went all 
out in electoral activism and open support for Bill Clinton. 

As for the intellectuals, the unfortunate fact that we already have piecemeal government 
support for certain industries gives them one of their most persistent arguments, which is that 
what is needed is a more centralized or national industrial plan with clearly defined and fixed 
objectives. Trilateralist Lester Thurow of MIT, for many years a leading advocate of industrial 
policy who is seemingly mesmerized by Japanese planning proficiency, argues that we must 
"fight fire with fire" (that is, we must compete with the Japanese by adopting their policies). 
Professor Chalmers Johnson, a respected expert on Japan at the University of California at San 
Diego, and a member of the CFR, tells us: "The critical role of the state in Japan's extraordinary 
economic development strongly challenges ... the conservative idea that ... once the state plays an 
important role in the economy, the nation is potentially on the way toward Soviet-style economic 
ruin. But Japan ... suggests to us that there is in modern, advanced, late capitalism a very 
significant role for the state to play." 

Bush's Leading Role 

Professor Johnson probably knows he is preaching gibberish, but as an ambitious 
member of the Insider club he is doing his part in selling the scam. Pernicious as his influence 
has been in misleading a whole generation of students, he has been far outdone by another 
promoter of industrial policy, former President George Bush. Mr. Bush, who never met a charade 
he wasn't willing to enact if it advanced the new world order, approached his goal cautiously. 
While moving carefully behind the scenes to put an industrial policy in place, Mr. Bush sent out 
false signals, such as having Michael Boskin, former chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers, express dismay over the idea of the Administration "favoring selected industries." 
Mr. Bush even went so far as to fire Pentagon technologist Craig Fields for pushing industrial 
policy programs "too forcefully."A free-market, Republican President would never do such a 
thing as "intrude on the market and second-guess who's going to succeed and who not." Heaven 
forbid! 

In 1990 however, while leaning heavily on the "threat" of Japan, George Bush began to 
position himself in favor of industrial policy. His "change of mind," we were told, "reflects the 
growing concern of the administration that the U.S. is slipping in its competition with Japan," as 
proven by our "unfavorable balance of trade." Mr. Bush's new "science adviser," Allan Bromley, 
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a member of the CFR and a strong advocate of government financing of commercial technology, 
found a way to "get around" that silly free-market argument by financing only those technologies 
which are "precompetitive" and "generic." That was okay, you see, because such technologies 
were not yet ready for commercialization, therefore the government would not be picking 
winners. 

So it was that on April 25, 1991, George Bush quietly announced a drastic step away 
from the American idea of a free market and toward the alien concept of a centrally managed 
economy. After years of public posturing to the contrary, Mr. Bush formally committed the U.S. 
to a national industrial policy, citing 22 technologies "critical to economic prosperity and 
national security." 


The gambit on Japan has paid off. It now seems certain that the whole scenario was a gigantic 
fix, masterminded by the Trilateral and CFR Insider elite. This short overview already has 
mentioned 10 Insiders (Baker, Morita, Mieno, Miyazawa, Kirkland, Rohatyn, Thurow, Johnson, 
Bromley, and Bush) as being key to the promotion of the corporate/state partnership concept. 
How can anyone scoff at the demonstrable fact that the Insiders are controlling events and have a 
fateful grip upon everyman's future? 

We see this more clearly when we realize that the move to weaken the dollar was based 
on a fraudulent claim. The idea that a trade deficit is damaging is spurious, disproven 200 years 
ago by Adam Smith. No one knows this better than the Insiders, which is why they worked so 
hard to overcome what real economists such as Murray Rothbard, Henry Hazlitt, Thomas 
DiLorenzo, and other disciples of the great Austrian economist Ludwig von Mises were trying to 
tell the country. The idea is a throwback to the mercantilism of the 18th century, when kings and 
emperors granted export monopolies with a hefty cut for themselves. What could have been 
more natural than selling the idea that for the "national good," exports must be greater than 
imports? 

Of course, deceived Americans don't understand that the balance of trade is only a 
statistical measure of individual trade and has nothing to do with the economic health of the 
nation. Nothing could be more insignificant than this measure. It simply means that some 
Americans bought more from some Japanese than some Japanese bought from some Americans. 
No trade ever takes place unless each side believes it benefits. No one has ever explained why 
the side getting the goods instead of the money is harmed. 

Furthermore, the proof that the claim is fallacious is in the record. From 1982 to 1989, a 
period of record U.S. trade deficits, U.S. economic growth at four percent was about the same as 
Japan's with its extremely high "favorable" trade balance, and two-thirds more rapid than 
Germany's with its high "favorable" balance. In addition, U.S. growth during 1982-89 was 44 
percent faster than it was in the 1970s when the trade balance was "favorable." 

Adding to this misperception of the trade balance, media hype has sold the idea that 
government support of industry is a good thing because it "saves American jobs." There is no 
trick, of course, to "saving" selected industries. Government protection and subsidies can make 
just about anything succeed, as in Japan. What is not seen are the fatal costs (which go far 
beyond higher prices and higher taxes). Saving existing industry is based on the notion of a static 
economy; we must save the jobs we already have. We cannot see the better jobs that would be 
created if the market were forced to compete or left free to innovate, invent, and come up with 
entirely new ideas for products that no one else could make as well. This is not only the principle 
of comparative advantage, but also the route to progress versus stagnation and its falling standard 
of living. 
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"Rich Japan -- Poor Japanese" 

If we would like to know what industrial policy -- or, rather, the corporate state -- will 
mean to us ordinary Americans, all we need do is look at the ordinary Japanese. Nothing puts 
their plight in a nutshell better than the expression "Rich Japan -- Poor Japanese," for the 
Japanese taxpayer foots the bill for the upper crust. The financial, corporate, real estate, and 
governmental elitists have climbed to the top on the backs of the Japanese consumers and 
taxpayers, who are fleeced twice, first by super-high prices resulting from suppression of 
competition, and second by extraordinarily high taxes to finance the wealthy corporate sector. 
Those Americans who sing the praises of industrial policy naturally never mention its exorbitant 
cost or who will pay for it, but speak as though Washington has its own private money tree. In 
the real world of corporate state Japan, workers are taxed 67 percent on earnings above $37,000 
and 87 percent on earnings above $150,000. It cannot be otherwise. This small detail is 
approvingly called "suppressing consumption" by multi-millionaire Insiders such as those now 
pushing a "consumption tax" in the Clinton Administration. 

A third way in which ordinary Japanese were fleeced during the phony boom of the 
"economic miracle" is in interest rates. Although the government-induced interest rate of two 
percent was celebrated as "keeping down the cost of capital," the other side of the coin -- the 
depositors -- was forgotten. Ordinary Japanese -- those who helped to finance the boom with 
their savings but were not in on the take -- lost out on an estimated $237 billion to $378 billion in 
interest on deposits. 

Japanese domestic consumption and the quality of everyday life is shockingly below that 
of Americans. Although housing costs are down from their peak when small homes were priced 
in the millions, this hasn't helped much because of Miyazawa's tax increases. Most Japanese can't 
even dream of owning a home. Tiny apartments rent for astronomical sums minus all appliances 
-- no washers, dryers, dish washers, refrigerators, stoves, ovens, even central heat or water 
heaters. Office workers put in the longest working hours in the developed world, usually from 
8:30 a.m. to 8:00 p..m. or later. Seventy percent work six days a week as well as at least one 
weekend a month. Many forego vacations because they need the extra money to meet expenses. 
The Japanese themselves have a word for this harsh life-style -- shachachiko, or "corporate 
livestock." 

Emulate Japan?! 

This, then, is the impoverishing system of public/private partnership which Insider 
George Bush started to thrust upon America under the guise of "meeting competition" in order to 
wipe out the "damaging" trade deficit. But far more than impoverishment is involved in this 
scam. Political corruption is inherent in any scheme that proposes that government shall choose 
winners -- and thereby, also choose losers. Bureaucrats and businessmen alike are quick to learn 
the efficacy of bribes and kickbacks. No decision will be free from "political pull," like that so 
abhorrent in Latin America and other sick economies. If there was one other thing Japan became 
noted for other than its boom, it was corruption, which toppled two prime ministers plus scores 
of brokers and businessmen during the past few years alone. 

Corruption is bad enough, but the central fact about industrial policy is even worse -- it 
does not work. That is, except for a few. The economic consequences which must accompany 
government intervention are bound to be disastrous for the economy as a whole, which means 
most of us. Government cannot produce the prosperity that it promises, for by its very nature, 
government spending impedes economic growth. This is so because government operates 
without the aid of market signals; government decisions are political rather than economic. 
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Resources are thus grossly misallocated by bureaucrats and officials whose own wealth is not at 
stake. This, of course, is the key. All who either bid for or allocate funds in this new taxpayer 
rip-off will be involving no property of their own. it is the prospect of personal loss which, in a 
free market, forces investors to obey signals which only the market can give and which are 
imperative for success. Without personal risk, the prospect of loss is ignored; the hazard is 
transferred to society, which must bear the burden of the inevitable incompetence, mistakes, 
failures, waste, and corruption of government intervention. Industrial policy is nothing less than 
a great transferal of wealth from the middle-class to the better off. 

Although taxpayers are hardly aware of it, this has already happened in a number of cases 
where the government has attempted to pick high-tech winners. After spending $190 billion on 
the supersonic transport plane, synthetic fuels, the Clinch River breeder reactor, photovoltaic 
technology to create electricity from sunlight, and the space shuttle, all were shut down or 
transferred to NASA because of little likelihood of commercial success. Out of all these billions, 
only satellite technology has had any success, and that would have been financed by private 
money had there not been so many government regulations against it. Yet with a record like this, 
the budget proposal submitted in February 1992 by George Bush called for more than $13 billion 
for commercial research and development for this fiscal year alone. It is not his money! 

But the worst burden the corporate state will force all of us to bear is government 
compulsion and the loss of freedom. Government intervention of any kind means the threat of 
force and punishment; in the final resort, government means police, courts, and prisons. It is this 
power to punish that made it a cinch for George Bush, like the Japanese government, to decree 
that production shall follow along lines different from those of an unhampered market. 


Having Insider Bill Clinton in the White House is, of course, merely a stepped-up continuum 
of the move to the corporate state, as his choice of key personnel makes clear. His top candidate 
for undersecretary for technology at the Commerce Department is Craig Fields, the same Craig 
Fields who was fired by George Bush during his early charade period as "proof" of his 
anti-industrial policy convictions. According to the Wall Street Journal of January 20, 1993, 
Craig Fields is "one of the nation's most prominent advocates of involving government in the 
development of commercial technology .... Mr. Field's activism, which was rejected by 
George Bush, has been embraced by Mr. Clinton and is likely to become an important theme of 
his administration." Fields, however, now enjoys a lucrative perch as head of Microelectronics 
and Computer Technology Corp., a private research group in Austin, Texas. At the time this 
article was being written, it wasn't clear whether he would accept the Commerce post, but if not, 
we can be sure he'll turn up in Washington anyway to collect some of that taxpayer bonanza for 
his company. 

Craig Fields, however, is only a technocrat; if he doesn't accept the Commerce post, the 
industrial policy gang will hardly suffer a set back, for Mr. Clinton has appointed two of the 
nation's most influential intellectual sponsors of the corporate state to top positions in 
Washington. Harvard University political-economist Robert Reich, who has pushed industrial 
policy for over a decade, practically invented the word "competitiveness." It had a nice ring to it 
and was more acceptable during the Reagan years when industrial policy was being kept on the 
back burner. in Reich's lexicon, of course, "competitiveness" meant (in the words of the Wall 
Street Journal) "an activist government that would aid emerging industries so they could 
out-hustle companies from abroad." Reich, a Rhodes Scholar friend of Mr. Clinton, might find 
himself a little out of syne with the needs of the common working man in his new Cabinet post 
as secretary of labor, as his 1992 income was nearly $540,000. But he'll know all about how to 
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wring those tax dollars out of every worker in order to make business more "competitive." 

Mr. Clinton's biggest gun for industrial policy, however, is his pick to head the Council 
of Economic Advisers, Laura Tyson, another member of the CFR. A professor of economics at 
the University of California-Berkeley, Tyson's academic career has centered on praising the 
communist governments and economies of Eastern Europe, especially those of Romania and 
Yugoslavia. To Tyson, Nikolai Ceausescu's brutal leveling of villages and forceful relocating of 
families as practically slave labor in state-owned industries was a praiseworthy thing; the 
"dazzling growth rate" was "most impressive." As for Ceausescu's policy of concentrating the 
nation's entire resources on state-owned industry while the Romanian people went without heat, 
electricity, food, and medical care, Tyson says this was "remarkably successful." 

Tyson can't say enough good things about centrally controlled economies, which she 
oxymoronically calls "market socialism." She wants much more of our money to go to 
government, for the simple reason that we are not taxed enough. Obviously Tyson is some sort of 
totalitarian, champing at the bit to funnel more and more of our lifeblood away from a privately 
funded, capitalistic economy into a government (taxpayer) funded one like those she so admires. 

Her boss, Bill Clinton, is right in sync with her shocking views. On his recent trip to the 
west, Mr. Clinton called for "government and private industry to form partnerships" in 
electronics, computers, telecommunications, smart highways, alternative fuels, autos, and 
aeronautics. To Boeing workers, he laid bare in one utterly dismaying sentence his contempt for 
the market and his belief in European-style socialism which has "paid big rewards to Europeans" 
(and never mind the astronomical unemployment rates of 18 and 20 percent): 

For the last several years, we have stood by while Europe invested $26 billion in taxpayer 

money to build the Airbus to push American people out of work, not because they 

won any sort of freemarket competition, but because Europe had a theory about 

how to get high-wage jobs going into the 21st century in aerospace. 

That "European theory," the corporate state, is an ideological monstrosity which 
inevitably benefits only a privileged strata, as in Japan and Europe, but forces a lowered standard 
of living for everyone else. It cannot be otherwise. George Bush's high-tech "22 critical 
industries" foot-in-the-door will soon be expanded by Mr. Clinton, Tyson, et. al. to include the 
rest of the economy. Not only will the "whos" be chosen by government, but also the "whats" -- 
that is, the central government, as financier with the deepest pockets (ours), will decide what 
shall be produced, what will never come into being, what we shall have, and what we shall not 
have. Well might future generations wonder how we ever started down this appalling road. 


IN LIGHT OF THE PAST Fascism and 
National Socialism 

The following article by William P. Hoar appeared originally in the February 1977 issue 
of American Opinion magazine. It is also included in his book, Architects of Conspiracy 
(Western Islands, 1984). 

Permit us to begin here by introducing two leading players. The first was highly praised 
by no less a dramatic critic than George Bernard Shaw, who called his movement most 
"progressive." Mahatma Gandhi, the diapered champion of staged non-violence, called our 
protagonist a "superman." According to the then Archbishop of Canterbury, our first player was 
"the one great figure in Europe." And Winston S. Churchill also heaped critical accolade on this 
performer, informing him that if they were countrymen, "I am sure I would have been with you 
from beginning to end," and pointing to his "gentle and simple bearing and his calm, detached 
poise." The world, declared prominent banker Otto Kahn of this leading player, "owes him a debt 
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of gratitude." 

Our second character, in the words of French intellectual Andre Gide, "behaves like a 
genius. I particularly admire the diversity of his methods ..... Soon even those he vanquishes 
will feel compelled, while cursing him, to admire him." "Liberal" historian Arnold Toynbee was 
sure this was a man of peace. And the president of Hunter College declared in 1934 that this 
leading man was "destined to go down to history as a cross between Hotspur and Uncle Toby 
and to be as immortal as either." 

Well, now. The fact is that, like Hotspur, both of these dramatic figures are now food for 
worms. Thus, as the Prince said of Hotspur, "Ill-weaved ambition, how much art thou shrunk!" 
For the two luminaries here described were, respectively, Benito Mussolini and Adolf Hitler. 

For years, of course, our commentators have excoriated Fascism as the worst of all 
possible worlds. But "Liberal" accounts stop with the anti-Semitism, book-burnings, 
concentration camps, and wartime atrocities of the Axis powers. Ignored is the collectivist 
ideology that made such outrages possible, if not inevitable. 

The truth is that Fascism springs from a conspiratorial appeal for power to the lower and 
middle classes -- via handouts -- permitting elitists at the top to call the shots while themselves 
remaining protected from the resultant confiscations. And that description now hits very close to 
home. 

We are not mimicking the radicals and Reds who universally brand their enemies as 
"Fascists" to distract attention from their own style of totalitarianism. Nor are we saying the 
United States has become a Fascist country. Rather, we are pointing with concern to the trend in 
that direction and the similarities to what happened in Italy and Germany earlier in this century. 


Mussolini chose as the symbol for his Blackshirts the fasces a bundle of rods bound together 
with a protruding blade, which had been used as a symbol of authority under the ancient 
Romans. The fasces appears, in fact, on the U.S. ten-cent piece, and it also was on the coat of 
arms of the French Republicans. So much for the origin of the name. 

Of more interest is the fact that the supposedly "rightwing" Mussolini was nothing of the 
sort. He was for years an orthodox Marxist who, like most Italian Socialists, opposed entry into 
World War I. In this he had differed from other European Marxists and, fearing waning 
popularity, gratefully accepted what amounted to a French bribe and abruptly began 
propagandizing for the war. It was to be a war to destroy the old order and establish 
Communism. And, as Ludwig von Mises noted in Planned Chaos: "More than anybody else 
Mussolini was instrumental in achieving Italy's entry into the first World War." 

That war gave the Communists a base in Russia and the Reds attempted to take power in 
Hungary, Germany, and Italy as well. They failed in Italy in 1920 after occupying factories in the 
North, but provided Mussolini with the opening he needed. In 1921, he rounded the Fascist Party 
and many of the Reds of 1920 became Blackshirts. A takeover by any name was just as sweet. 
As Comrade Benito declared, "Our program is simple: we wish to govern Italy. They ask us for 
programs but there are already too many. It is not programs that are wanting for the salvation of 
Italy, but men and will power." In other words, trust me. 

Eugene H. Methvin called the difference between Lenin and Mussolini "ephemeral; the 
similarities are fundamental." For Il Duce "considered himself a good socialist and revolutionary 
until a short three years before his 'March on Rome.' He always referred to his seizure of power 
as 'the fascist revolution’ much as a Russian Bolshevik might refer to 'the Soviet revolution.’ And 
to Italians the word 'fasci' meant about the same as 'Soviet' to the Russians." (The Rise of 
Radicalism) 
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Like Hitler a decade later, however, Mussolini came to power by "constitutional" means. 
After Rome was occupied by his bands, II Duce received a telegram declaring: "His Majesty the 
King asks you to come immediately to Rome for he wishes to otter you the responsibility of 
forming a Ministry." The conspiring bankers and industrialists who had supported his March 
would likewise support consolidation of a Corporate State. Thus "big industrialists were able to 
remain fairly free from the state," writes Christopher Leeds. "They bought their freedom [sic] by 
generous gifts to Fascist Party Funds." Italy Under Mussolini, London, Wayland, 1972) 

The Fascists, like all collectivists, had a peculiar notion of freedom and liberty. One of 
their leading "philosophers," Giovanni Gentile, maintained: "... the maximum of liberty coincides 
with the maximum of state force." He was certainly a Blackshirt suited for the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration. Mussolini preferred to make Gentile his Minister of 
Education. 

Benito Mussolini's own thesis was no less absurd: "If historic fact exists it is this, that all 
of the history of men's civilization, from the caves to civilized or so-called civilized man, is a 
progressive limitation of liberty." (Comparative Economic Systems, William N. Loucks and J. 
Weldon Hoot, New York, Harper & Brothers, 1948) And remember, claimed the Duce in his 
Grand Fascist Report for 1929: "We were the first to assert that ... the more complicated the 
forms assumed by civilization, the more restricted the freedom of the individual must become." 

Mussolini was soon being greatly honored in collectivist circles of America. Thomas W. 
Lamont, the international banker who was probably the most influential partner in the House of 
Morgan, wrote a glowing preface to a 1927 book praising the economic wonders of Italian 
Fascism. The chairman of the U.S. House Foreign Relations Committee told his colleagues in 
1926: "He is something new and vital in the sluggish old veins of European politics. It will be a 
great thing not only for Italy but for all of us if he succeeds." Herbert Matthews, the peripatetic 
New York Timesman who would later be instrumental in bringing Castro to power in Cuba, 
acknowledged that he was "an enthusiastic admirer of fascism." And Dr. Nicholas Murray 
Butler, the socialist president of Columbia, boasted of his friendship with Il Duce, calling 
Fascism "a form of government of the first order of excellence" and maintaining "we should look 
to Italy to show us what its experience and insight have to teach in the crisis confronting the 
twentieth century." (4s We Go Marching, John T. Flynn, New York, Free Life, 1944) 


What was this Twentieth Century Caesar doing that earned him such praise? The Duce's plan 
was a variant of the medieval guild system redubbed corporativism. "But there was no question 
of the corporazione's self-government," wrote economist Ludwig von Mises. "The Fascist 
cabinet did not tolerate anybody's interference with its absolute authoritarian control of 
production." Such control is the essence of Fascism. Fascist law, as defined by E.B. Ashton, "is a 
means of regulating the people's function of serving the state." Production in a free market is 
supposed to be the American way "while Communism and Fascism both consider it a communal 
interest -- with the Communist state taking its operation into its own hands, while the Fascist one 
‘contracts’ it out to individual businessmen." 

A pretense of free enterprise in Italy was nonetheless written into the Fascist Labor 
Charter of 1926, which declared in Article VIII: "The corporate state considers that private 
enterprise in the sphere of production is the most effective and useful instrument in the interest of 
the nation." Fine ... but there's a catch. Article IX, you see, read: "State intervention in economic 
production arises only when private initiative is lacking or insufficient, or when the political 
interests of the state are involved. This intervention may take the form of control, assistance or 
direct management." Perhaps you thought that today's "Liberals" invented the double-talk that 
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produces their double-think. Not so. 

The economics of Fascist Italy were soon being imported into this country by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, whose C.C.C., W.P.A., P.W.A., and other Depression-era schemes 
proved so damaging. Indeed, in his Memoirs former President Herbert Hoover* Hoover was 
not exactly unblemished. Which is why, before his election, F.D.R. tossed barbs not 
only at regimentation by trade association, but also "when it is done by the government 
of the United States itself." Hoover was hit, with what then seemed a justifiable fervor, 
for "fostering regimentation without stint or limit." And F.D.R. -- who would soon give us 
the Brain Trust -- decried his predecessor's "doctrine of regulation and legislation by 
‘master minds." 


* told it as it was: 
Among the early Roosevelt fascist measures was the National Industry Recovery Act 
(NRA) of June 16, 1933 ..... [These ideas] were adopted by the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. During the campaign of 1932, Henry I. Harriman, 
president of that body, urged that I agree to support these proposals, informing me 
that Mr. Roosevelt had agreed to do so. I tried to show him that this stuff was pure 
fascism; that it was a remaking of Mussolini's "corporate state" and refused to 
agree to any of it. He informed me that in view of my attitude, the business world 
would support Roosevelt with money and influence. That for the most part proved 
true.'** In the 1931 Report of the Committee on Continuity of Business 
and Employment, Henry |. Harriman claimed: "A freedom of action which 
might have been justified in the relatively simple life of the last century 
cannot be tolerated today, because the unwise action of one individual 
may adversely affect the lives of thousands. We have left the period of 
extreme individualism and are living in a period in which the national 
economy must be recognized as a controlling factor." Had he said it in 
Italian, Mussolini might have sued him for plagiarism. 


28 Kk 


Eventually the N.R.A. and another Fascist plan called the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration (A.A.A.) were declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. Though another 
A.A.A. passed in 1938, Roosevelt had been making his own appointments to the Supreme Court 
and it stuck, with the result that current federal agricultural acts are amendments to that 1938 
Fascist decree. There were so many such schemes patterned after the Fascist "experiment" that 
F.D.R. doubled the national debt in six years and the lure of formal national planning beckoned 
evilly. The "Liberals," as John T. Flynn observed, "called it the Planned Economy. But it was 
and is fascism by whatever name it is known." (The Roosevelt Myth, New York, Devin-Adair, 
1956) 

Meanwhile, in Italy, the situation was not so rosy as powerful U.S. collectivists were 
describing it. The Fascist bands took to heart Mussolini's dictum: "Everything for the State, 
nothing outside the State, nothing above the State." The Chamber of Deputies was replaced by 
the Chamber of Fasces and Corporations. Italian children in the government schools prayed: "I 
believe in the supreme Duce, creator of the Blackshirts, and in Jesus Christ, his sole protector." 
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Lower living standards were passed off as "a preparation for tomorrow by the 
renunciations of today." Said the supreme Duce in 1934: "We are probably moving toward a 
period of humanity resting on a lower standard of living. Humanity is capable of asceticism such 
as we perhaps have no conception of." Hairshirts, you see, were fashionable even before Ralph 
Nader. 

Professors Loucks and Hoot write of Fascist Italy in the Thirties. Consider what they 
have to say and identify what you can of "contemporary" proposals and solutions: 

The problem of "overproduction" was tackled by encouraging and forcing competing 

concerns into "consortia" -- production and marketing concerns similar to 

German cartels. In many instances government licences were required to establish 

new plants or expand old capacity. In addition to the above forms of economic 

intervention the government accelerated the public works programs, shortened the 

work-week to spread employment, and increased its expenditures for military 

purposes. One result of these measures was a public budget heavily unbalanced 

.... [Comparative Economic Systems| 

Despite claims to the contrary, Mussolini never had a balanced budget. His subterfuge, as 
described by John Flynn, reminds one of today's "off-budget" legerdemain. Mussolini, writes 
Flynn, "would make a contract with a private firm to build certain roads or buildings. He would 
pay no money but sign an agreement to pay for the work on a yearly installment plan. No money 
was paid out by the government. And hence nothing showed up in the budget .... If these sums 
were added to the national debt as revealed in the Treasury admissions, the actual debt was 
staggering ten years after Mussolini's ascent to power on a promise to balance the budget. 
According to Dr. [Gaetano] Salvemini's calculations, the debt of 93 billion lire, when Mussolini 
took office, had grown to 148,646,000,000 lire in 1934." (As We Go Marching) 

Like F.D.R., like so many of today's "Liberals," Mussolini favored "publicworks" 
spending as a cure for unemployment. "Huge sums of money were spent by the Fascists," writes 
Christopher Leeds, a graduate of the London School of Economics, "on building roads, 
government buildings, Party headquarters, and housing projects." 

Naturally the Dictator had to be on guard to prevent graft, to see that the people got their 
lire's worth, and to deal with the terrible crime problem. So he set up his own national police 
force and corps of special agents. "Known as OVRA (Organizzazione di Vigilanza e Repressione 
dell' Antifascismo, Organization for the Surveillance and Stamping-out of Anti-Fascism)," 
records Richard Collier, "they bugged telephones, reported on all who received mail from 
abroad, and even filed reports on the graffiti in public lavatories." (Duce!, New York, Viking, 
1971) 

The establishment of law and order; setting of population policy; balancing of the 
currency and Debt management; building of bridges, roads, and canals; and, even the waging of 
the "Battle of the Wheat" -- all these and more were credited to I] Duce. "No other Italian ruler, 
the propagandists blared, had ever taken thought of his people from cradle to grave. Who but 
Mussolini had set up 1700 mountain and seaside summer camps for city children? What other 
man paid out £1,600,000 to pre-natal clinics each year, or £3,500,000 in family allowances? 
Who gave the Italians the eight-hour day and codified insurance benefits for the old, the 
unemployed and the disabled? Only Mussolini, who proclaimed on every hoarding that his 
one ambition was to make the Italians 'strong, prosperous, great and free,’ had achieved that." 
(Duce!) 

And, by the mid-Thirties, the supreme Duce was spending like a madman. "In Italy," 
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wrote Albert Jay Nock, "the State now absorbs fifty percent of the total national income." (Our 
Enemy, the State, New York, Free Life, 1935) Indeed, in the United States during the Carter 
years the figure was forty-three percent. The federal budget alone under Ronald Reagan is at a 
modern high -- twenty-five percent of the Gross National Product, three points higher than the 
Carter average. Which may be reason enough for our own Duces to remember that in the end 
Mussolini was slaughtered by the Communists and hung from his heels like a carcass of dressed 
meat. 

Hitlerism, similarly, did not spring full-blown from the brow of some aberrant German Zeus. 
Indeed, as Ludwig von Mises has observed: "For more than seventy years the German professors 
of political science, history, law, geography and philosophy eagerly imbued their disciples with a 
hysterical hatred of capitalism and preached the war of 'Liberation' against the capitalistic West." 
They were, said Mises, the "'socialists of the chair,’ much admired in all foreign countries...." 

Also setting the stage for the arrival of a dictator was the contrived inflation that followed 
the World War, wiping out the savings of the conservative and frugal German middle class and 
throwing it, destitute and enraged, into the hands of Hitler. According to economist Henry 
Hazlitt, by November of 1921 the circulation of money had increased eighteen times over that of 
1913 and wholesale prices thirty-four times. "By November 1922 circulation had increased 127 
times and wholesale prices 1,154 times, and by November 1923 circulation had increased 245 
billion times and prices 1,380 billion times." The value of the mark, reports Frederic V. 
Grunfeld, "deteriorated to the point where it reached 136,000,000,000 to the dollar." (The Hitler 
File, New York, Random House, 1974) 

Hitler thought his time had come and he launched his unsuccessful Beer Hall Putsch. In 
failure he became a national figure, and during his short stay in prison the future despot dictated 
his plans in Mein Kampf for all who cared to read what he intended to do. "There must be no 
majority decisions,"he declared, "but only responsible persons, and the word 'council' must be 
restored to its original meaning. Surely every man will have advisers by his side, but the decision 
will be made by one man." 

Within a decade that one man would be Adolf Hitler. In the meantime, he vowed to 
destroy the Weimar Republic "with the weapons of democracy." 

Hitler, like Marx and Engels, was influenced by the thought of Hegel. And, as he 
admitted in Mein Kampf, he also "studied Bismarck's Socialist legislation in its intention, 
struggle, and success." Remember, this is a man "Liberals" are still trying to identify as a 
creature of the Right. 

Years after taking over in Germany, Hitler remarked of a 1922 street fight: "... the Reds 
we had beaten up became our best supporters ..... Wasn't my party at the time of which I'm 
speaking composed of 90 percent of left-wing elements? I needed men who could fight." (The 
Rise Of Radicalism) Indeed, in the mid-Twenties, top Nazi Joseph Goebbels published an open 
letter to a Communist leader "assuring him that Nazism and Communism were really the same 
thing. "You and I,' he declared, 'are fighting one another, but we are not really enemies." (The 
Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, William L. Shirer, Greenwich, Fawcett Crest, 1959) 

Supporters of dictatorship are interchangeable. Consider S.A. Captain Ernst Roem, later 
killed on orders of the Fuhrer, who boasted he could turn the Reddest Communist into a Nazi in 
four weeks. (The True Believer, Eric Hoffer, New York, Harper & Row, 1951) Hitler openly 
acknowledged that he copied the Communists and declared: "I have always ... given orders that 
former Communists are to be admitted to the party at once." These were known as the "Beefsteak 
Nazis" -- brown on the outside, Red on the inside. 
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As late as February 1941, according to Nobel laureate Friedrich A. Hayek, Hitler 
declared that "basically National Socialism and Marxism are the same." (The Road To Serfdom, 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1944) Which may be why, decades after the defeat of 
Nazi Germany, it was disclosed that hundreds of former Nazis held key jobs in Communist East 
Germany. 


As with Benito Mussolini, Adolf Hitler came to power with the support of well-placed 
conspirators in the Establishment. Powerful leaders among industrial magnates, landed nobility, 
and the large bankers literally commissioned him, much as Karl Marx was commissioned to 
write the Communist Manifesto. In 1932, a year before he became Chancellor, the future 
dictator was introduced by Fritz Thyssen (a leading steelman who later wrote I Paid Hitler) to 
some six hundred major industrialists at Dusseldorf's Manufacturers Club. "The Krupp [arms] 
and Thyssen concerns were among the easiest financial supporters of the Nazis. As Alfred Krupp 
stated in 1946: 'We are realists, we ... put our efforts behind the man who made our work 
secure."" (A Sign For Cain, Fredric Wertham, New York, Warner, 1966) Hitler's press chief, 
Otto Dietrich, admitted that a year earlier -- Socialist rhetoric notwithstanding -- the Fuhrer had 
"suddenly decided to concentrate systematically on cultivating the influential industrial 
magnates." Certain conspirators among them were eager to be cultivated. 

William Keppler, a Hitler financial advisor, "brought in a number of South German 
industrialists," writes William Shirer, "and also formed a peculiar society of businessmen 
devoted to the S.S. Chief, Himmler, called Friends of the Economy (Freundeskreis der 
Wirtschaft), which later became known as the Circle of Friends of the Reichsfuehrer S.S. who 
was Himmler, and which raised millions of marks for this particular gangster to pursue his 
'researches' into Aryan origins." Officials of Krupp, I.G. Farben, and the United Steel Works 
were among the biggest contributors to this arcane fund. 

In an important exposé too detailed to be reviewed here, Professor Antony Sutton has 
documented the considerable aid given Hitler by the Chase and Manhattan banks, General 
Electric, Standard Oil, I.T.T., Henry Ford, American I.G. Farben, and other top U.S. corporate 
interests. (Wall Street and the Rise of Hitler, Seal Beach, California, '76 Press, 1976) Certain 
directors of Standard Oil of New Jersey, for example, "had not only strategic wartime affiliations 
to LG. Farben, but also had other links to Hitler's Germany -- even to the extent of contributing, 
through German subsidiary companies, to Heinrich Himmler's personal fund and with 
membership in Himmler's Circle of Friends as late as 1944." 

A full eleven years earlier, according to American Ambassador to Germany William 
Dodd, Rockefeller public-relations man Ivy Lee "showed himself at once a capitalist and an 
advocate of Fascism." At the same time such powerful industrial insiders as G.E.'s Gerald Swope 
-- who backed the Fascist N.R.A. scheme -- were supporting F.D.R.'s New Deal as vigorously as 
Hitler's New Order. 


Once in power, a key Hitler move involved passage of the so-called Enabling Act of 1933, 
officially the "Law for Removing the Distress of People and Reich," placing all power in the 
hands of the Cabinet and thence the Fuhrer. As he had promised in Mein Kampf, all authority 
now belonged to "one man." 

Likewise, just as he had vowed while in prison, "within a fortnight of receiving full 
powers from the Reichstag, Hitler had achieved what Bismarck, Wilhelm II, and the Weimar 
Republic had never dared to attempt: He had abolished the separate powers of the historic states 
and made them subject to the central authority of the Reich, which was in his hands. He had, for 
the first time in German history, really unified the Reich by destroying its federal character." 
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(The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich) 

Conspirators in Germany long before Hitler had been working toward increased 
collectivism, central control, and government regulation. He took advantage of their work, and 
the result was "in part an effort to use existing forms of economic organization in the new 
‘economic order." (Comparative Economic Systems) As in Italy there would be "private 
property," but only subject to the needs of the state. One young Nazi put it this way just before 
World War II: "We Germans are so happy. We are free from freedom." (The True Believer, 
quoting the Reader's Digest, May 1948) 

The erasure of state lines and federal control of even the city governments -- just as with 
regional and metro government here in the United States, "came under the heading of 
'Gleichschaltung' or ‘uniformization." (The Hitler File) Then came that key to every 
dictatorship, a national police. "On June 16, 1936, for the first time in German history, a unified 
police was established for the whole of the Reich -- previously the police had been organized 
separately by each of the states -- and Himmler was put in charge as Chief of German Police. 
This was tantamount to putting the police in the hands of the S.S...." (The Rise and Fall of the 
Third Reich) 

The Fiihrer was fast establishing "der totale Staat"; there was forced unionization, the 
Hitler Youth, price-fixing, myriad Welfare programs, and a federal takeover of education. Credit 
expansion and "public works" programs helped to create the myth of full employment. Hitler 
organized that current "Liberal" panacea, a national health service, in which care was 
"centralized, and the Department was given surprisingly wide powers. It looked after the health 
of children and workers; it controlled the training of doctors and midwives and dentists and 
chemists; it had charge of genealogical research; it made investigations into measures that would 
increase the population; and, it had a variety of duties ranging from water supplies to serology, 
from means of securing fertility to disposal of corpses." (The House That Hitler Built, Stephen 
H. Roberts, New York, Harper & Brothers, 1938) 

Health care, or employment, that could be given by the state could be taken away by the 
state. After September of 1939, "no German worker could change his job without obtaining 
permission, while if he absented himself from work without proper excuse he was liable to 
imprisonment." (The Social Policy of Nazi Germany, C.W. Guillebaud, London, Cambridge 
University Press, 1941) Earlier, just as Mussolini had done -- and as some union leaders and 
others today suggest -- the work-week was officially reduced to "spread" employment. 

National Socialist medicine also soon ran its logical course. A government that could 
save your life, or job, could take it away. Before Hitler made overt moves in the direction of 
"euthanasia," bureaucratic forms went out to state hospitals to be marked plus or minus as to 
whether various mental patients, epileptics, the handicapped, and others in the care of the 
National Socialist state should be permitted to live. Yes, there was a "right-to-die" in Nazi 
Germany, and the Nazis determined that right. There developed a special bureaucracy for the 
"euthanasia" of children called the Reich Commission for the Scientific Registration of 
Hereditary and Constitutional Severe Disorders. According to Dr. Fredric Wertham: 

The children slated for death were sent to special "children's divisions," first Goerden, 

then Eichberg, Idstein, Steinhof (near Vienna), and Eglfing. They were killed 

mostly by increasing doses of Luminal or other drugs either spoon-fed as 

medicine or mixed with their food. Their dying lasted for days, sometimes for 

weeks. In actual practice, the indications for killing eventually became wider. 

Included were children who had "badly modeled ears," who were bed wetters, or 
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who were perfectly healthy but designated as "difficult to educate." The children 

coming under the authority of the Reich Commission were originally mostly 

infants. The age then increased from three years to seventeen years. Later, in 1944 

and 1945, the work of the commission also included adults. [A Sign For Cain] 

Abortion, on the other hand, was not sanctioned in Nazi Germany because the National 
Socialists wanted to increase the German population. Had they wanted to decrease it, as our 
national socialists do here, they might have done as well as the city of Washington, D.C., where 
as long ago as 1976 there were more abortions than live births, with eighty-five percent of these 
killings being subsidized by the federal government. 

Of course, day-care facilities of the kind to be proposed years later by then U.S. Senator 
Fritz Mondale were available from the start through an institution called Mutter und Kind, or 
Mother and Child. "Recuperation homes are made available for mothers after child-birth, 
nurseries and kindergartens have been provided, in particular in the country districts, for looking 
after the young children when the mothers are in the fields ....". (The Social Policy of Nazi 
Germany) 

And there was the Winter Relief. The above source describes this welfare program 
provided by the benevolent Nazis: "Every winter an army of collectors appears on the streets 
selling badges; apart from this, on one Sunday in the month there is an obligatory one-course 
midday meal throughout Germany, the saving resulting from which has to be contributed to the 
Winter Relief Fund; further, every worker in employment pays a graded sum .... "They cared, 
you see. Oh, like all socialists, the Nazis cared. 

Bread and Circuses? To be sure. There was Kraft durch Freunde, or Strength Through 
Joy, which "sponsored hundreds of concerts, theatrical performances, sports events, adult 
education lectures ... package holidays, and guided tours of National Socialist shrines." (The 
Hitler File) It seems the Nazis also had their own Endowment for the Arts. 

The state promised husbands for the girls; promised everyone would have a Volkswagen; 
it determined who could own a weapon; and, it even had a beautification program -- called 
Beauty of Labor -- of which Lady Bird Johnson could be proud. "First we persuaded [sic] factory 
owners to modernize their offices and to have some flowers about," reminisced nature lover 
Albert Speer, who was also Hitler's Minister of Armaments and War Production. "But we did not 
stop there. Lawn was to take the place of asphalt. What had been wasteland was to be turned into 
little parks where the workers could sit during breaks." (Inside the Third Reich, New York, 
Macmillan, 1970) 

All this benevolence cost a bit, to be sure. According to William Shirer: "In the 
mid-Thirties it was estimated that taxes and contributions took from 15 to 35 percent of a 
worker's gross wage." Which is less than in the United States today. And, to give the Nazis their 
due, apparently in some places they were "equal opportunity" employers. 

For example, there was the health spa, officially described as "an educational institution 
for all those of any race, faith or social position who are not willing to grasp the fact that the 
Third Reich has definitely and irrefutably dawned," where they would be kept until "our gallant 
SS men have instilled in them, as in all others, a feeling for discipline and order, neatness and 
comradeship." 

We know that "health spa" as Dachau. 


As we have seen, both Mussolini and Hitler pioneered in numerous domestic programs with 
which today's Left could feel comfortable. These include federal welfare, national health care, 
loopholes for inside interests, gun control, federal control of education, youth indoctrination and 
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day-care, national economic "planning," and massive deficit spending. In fact, as long ago as 
1969, the administrator of the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration predicted that, if 
crime continues to grow, the American people will demand and get a national police force -- just 
as in Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy. 

Meanwhile the corporate state grows. In the U.S. we already have reached one 
government employee for every four employed in private industry. We are spending ourselves 
into national socialism. It took 163 years -- from 1789 to 1952 -- for U.S. domestic expenditures 
to reach thirty-four billion dollars; yet, in the next twenty-five years of growing national 
socialism such spending leaped to nearly three hundred billion dollars. If this rate were to be 
continued, said economist Roger A. Freeman in 1975, "domestic public expenditures would, 
within less than forty years, account for all the GNP." 

Continued? It's escalating: The fiscal 1985 budget is in the range of $925 billion -- with a 
planned deficit of some $180 billion. According to the Grace Commission Report to President 
Reagan, if federal spending is not cut the National Debt in just sixteen years will be thirteen 
trillion dollars with annual interest of $1.5 trillion. 

What is America doing about it? Not long ago, American economist Milton Friedman 
was given a Nobel Prize in economics. Yet his warnings against disruptive and 
counter-productive interference by the state in our daily lives, catalogued in his 1962 book 
Capitalism and Freedom, go unheeded. Mr. Friedman showed how we were crippling ourselves 
with radical adventures -- emulating the national socialists, as we have demonstrated -- by 
instituting price controls, volumes of needless regulations, mandatory Social Security, control of 
the freedom of the airwaves by the Federal Communications Commission, public housing, and 
all the rest. 

As Friedman observed: "The central defect of these measures is that they seek through 
government to force people to act against their own immediate interests in order to promote a 
supposedly general interest." The Nazis' economic slogan, one remembers, was Gemeinnutz geht 
vor Eigennutz -- the commonweal ranks above private profits. Or, as the Fascists of Italy put it: 
".. the maximum of liberty coincides with the maximum of state force." 

A warning of this general theme, with emphasis on growing collectivism in the United 
States, is ably developed in Charlotte Twight's scholarly America's Emerging Fascist Economy 
(New Rochelle, Arlington House, 1975), which we recommend for its wealth of research. Twight 
points to Fascist pretense about property rights, which are in turn abrogated by licensure, 
regulation, limiting of competition, rule by Executive Order, agriculture marketing orders, 
economic "stabilization," price supports, and the like. "To sustain its power and achieve its 
economic ends," she writes, "fascism seeks to make its people economically and psychologically 
dependent on the government. Such dependence both enhances the government's tangible control 
over its citizens' economic activities and stimulates that intangible psychological support so 
crucial to maintaining a viable fascist state." 

In short, if you are concerned about Fascism in America, don't look for jackboots and 
swastikas but for powerful Establishment Insiders promoting encroachments by government on 
your property rights and civil liberties. To stop them, we must be willing to fight for liberty even 
harder than our would be masters are prepared to fight to impose their tyranny. 


OPINION PAST The Iron Hand of 
Caesar 

America's drift into national socialism has proceeded steadily over many years. Former 
Congressman Samuel B. Pettengill (D-IN) could see the handwriting on the wall when he served 
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in the House in the 1930s. The following is excerpted from his 1940 book Smoke-Screen (New 
York: Southern Publishers). 

During my first term in Congress I was given a job .... It commissioned me to do what I 
could to stop the silent erosion of free enterprise and with it the American Constitution. 

Off and on, in Congress and out, I have worked at that job. At the beginning of this new 
decade I am more concerned about it than I have ever been. So are tens of millions of other 
Americans. | am not ashamed to underscore that word "American."... 

I have not believed the immediate threat is Communism. The outright confiscation of 
property, and the overnight destruction of liberty are not likely. The danger today is something 
else. It is a creeping collectivism. The New Deal, as it has been unveiled to us, especially since 
the 1936 election, has set its feet upon that path. Both from inner conviction and the logic of 
events it must proceed, unless it is brought to a halt by forces outside itself. 

The progress will be gradual but the end inevitable. There will be no sudden coup d'etat. 
The march will be step by step, and by muffled tread. It will move under the smoke-screen of 
laudable "objectives" to its hidden goal. That goal is National Socialism 

It is not necessary, nor does it do any good, to ascribe unworthy motives to anyone even 
though they may exist. The truth is that many people, here and abroad, have lost faith in free 
institutions. They believe that collectivism actually is better for mankind. It certainly better 
satisfies the egos of those who rule mankind. 

I am willing to concede that Hitler, Mussolini, or Stalin believes he is serving his nation. 
So with those who would control all American business to serve what they conceive to be the 
good of the State. They, and their idolaters, would resent the term "American Hitler." They 
prefer the word "humanitarian." But if the purpose and certain result is a Nazi America, will 
admirable adjectives save us? 

Perhaps these leaders -- some of them at least -- do not see clearly where they are headed. 
But that others do cannot be doubted -- for example, Adolph Berle, Jr., Assistant Secretary of 
State. 

Witness Mr. Berle's statement before the Temporary National Economic Committee. 
"The government will have to enter into direct financing of activities now supposed to be private, 
and a continuance of that direct financing must be inevitably that the government will ultimately 
control and own those activities .... Over a period of years the government will gradually 
come to own most of the productive plants of the United States."... 

It is time for Americans ... to take their eyes off Russia and the October, 1917, revolution. 
It is wholly unlikely that we will go that route. We will continue to pay lip service to privately 
owned property and the profit-motive in place of the bayonet as an incentive to produce. But the 
control and the profits, if not the actual management of property will be gradually -- and 
stealthily -- taken from its owners and gathered into the hands of bureaucrats. For some time we 
will continue to call it American, but it will become a species of Naziism. 

In 1932 we thought the definition of the "New Deal" was the Democratic party platform 
of that year, one of the best ever written. But the most important political fact in the United 
States today is that the second or third New Deal is fundamentally fascist. Our attention is 
diverted at the front door by a permanent "emergency." We stick out our tongues and cry "down 
with the reds." This gives us a virtuous feeling of patriotism. But while we pay this riskless 
tribute to our historic past, socialism creeps upon us through the back door unawares 

Liberty under law remains the hope of the world. It is not liberty alone, nor law alone. An 
excess of liberty is anarchy, from which all men revolt. An excess of law is despotism, from 
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which free men revolt. It is our great task "to combine that degree of liberty, without which law 
is tyranny, with that degree of law without which liberty becomes license." 

To police or regulate a business to such degree as may be necessary in the public interest 
is as old as Magna Charta. "So use your own as not to injure your neighbor." That is part of the 
"American Way." 

But that thin wavering line between liberty and despotism is surely crossed -- 

When government ceases to regulate and begins to manage, ceases to be an impartial 
umpire in the economic game and becomes a player, 

When government competes with its citizens in the production of wealth, 

When government becomes the untaxed owner of property not necessary for strictly 
governmental functions, 

When government through spending and debt levies a tax tribute on private business that 
it cannot carry and continue to grow, 

When it attempts to control the umpire between Government and people -- the courts -- 
either by packing or bringing into disrepute, 

When it attempts to use the vast financial power of blank check government, and the 
prestige of the executive office to purge from Congress undesired representatives of the people, 
and to nominate and elect "King's Men" to public office, 

When it attempts to bring the free press of the nation into public contempt, When it 
attempts to control the radio, When it becomes the active ally of Labor against Investor, or Labor 
against Labor, 

When it attempts to deprive the citizen of effective appeal to the courts from bureaucratic 
rulings, 

When it destroys the individual states and local communities by pre-empting their tax 
resources, absorbing their functions and in doing this atrophy the citizen's sense of responsibility 
for his government, i.e., government of, for and by the people, which is the beating heart of our 
representative democracy, 

When it builds up a huge governmental machine which acquires a "vested right" in public 
office, and uses its enormous voting power to perpetuate its hold on the public payroll, 

or, generally when it hires personnel who are hostile to the free enterprise system and 
actively promote socialistic, communistic or fascistic knifing of the American Constitution. 

It does not answer the question to say that it is hard to tell when twilight ends and when 
night begins (that because the government runs the post office as a species of state socialism, it 
can with equal logic take over and socialize all business). There is a point beyond which it is 
night. There is a point beyond which the state is no longer the Servant of the Citizen but his 
Master. There is a point where freedom ends, and despotism begins. There is a point between 
Caesar, and God, beyond which Caesar must not enter. 

* * * 

National Socialism works in Germany -- so far. There is no doubt about it. At a price it 
can work anywhere, given leaders of undoubted capacity, such as Hitler and Goering. But the 
price must be paid. Part of it is the loss of liberty -- "the one word, in every language, fit for the 
lips of a god." Another part is to pay for the mistakes and vices of those who rule. 

When these appear the cost is very great. It is the difference between 130,000,000 men 
driving 30,000,000 automobiles, and one man driving one automobile loaded with 130,000,000 
people. In the former the law of averages makes some mistakes and casualties certain. In the 
latter, there may be no mistake, but if you get a drunken driver, a whole nation may go to its -- 
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doom, or a generation of young men to their graves. 

In time you always get a drunken driver. Power is the most intoxicating wine man ever 
drank. Witness Napoleon wanting to put one of his brothers on every throne of Europe. And 
Alexander weeping because there were no more worlds to conquer. 

** * * 

Capitalism has serious evils mixed with its enormous good. But what do men mean when 
they say they are "against" capitalism? Do they abolish capitalism by adopting communism or 
fascism? They simply transfer the capital to the State. Russia is a capitalistic country. It has 
railroads, factories, farms, capital, has it not? Will her capital be more wisely and justly 
administered by politicians who can hide their blunders and charge their deficits to the 
taxpayers? Who have nothing of their own to lose and no reward of their own to gain except 
place or power or graft? 

Strange it is that this modern tendency to render all things to Caesar -- education, 
hospitals, the care of the sick, the errands of mercy, the compassion of suffering, the support and 
therefore the slavery of the church through public taxation, the destruction of local self 
government, the bribery of states, the pressure for the control of radio, the press and lecture 
rooms, the justification given for diverting huge public funds to tons of propaganda, the sneers at 
the Constitution and the courts, the most disinterested interpreters of its meaning, and the most 
independent guardians of your inalienable rights, the gradual erosion of the sense of personal 
responsibility for the care of one's aged parent, one's child, one's community and its charities and 
philanthropies -- strange it is, that all this has been so successfully sold to so may people as a 
progressive and liberal movement. It is a false label for spurious goods. Hidden within the velvet 
glove of much so-called "social welfare" is the iron hand of Caesar. 


FDR and Clinton: Goose-Stepping to the Beat of the Same 


Drum 

In his televised Oval Office speech on February 15th, President Clinton said of his 
proposed economic plan: "Our every effort will reflect what President Franklin Roosevelt called 
bold, persistent experimentation...." In his calls for a "partnership" between business and 
government, for "national service" and national worker training, for public "sacrifice," new 
taxes, and vast new government programs, President Clinton is indeed following in the footsteps 
of FDR. He has mimicked or copied outright much of Roosevelt's rhetoric. Mr. Clinton's New 
Covenant-New Direction is a paean to FDR's New Deal. Many of Mr. Clinton's phrases, such as 
"a call to arms" and "special interest groups," were lifted directly out of Roosevelt's New Deal 
speeches. As part of his nationwide media blitz to sell his economic program, one of Mr. 
Clinton's first stops was Hyde Park, home of the Roosevelts. 
Economic Fascism 

Of the many criticisms of the Clinton plan that have made their way into the national 
media, none that we have heard or seen have had the intelligence or courage to name it for what 
it is: economic fascism. Fascism is an ugly pejorative that the Liberal Left loves to affix to 
anti-communists, conservatives, and free market advocates, but which, in reality, has always 
more accurately applied to the programs championed by the Left. And no one better exemplified 
the fascist ideal than that enduring demigod of the Left, FDR. 

"At the first meeting of the Cabinet after the President took office in 1933," recorded 
FDR's secretary of labor, Frances Perkins, "the financier and advisor to Roosevelt, Bernard 
Baruch, and Baruch's friend, General Hugh Johnson, who was to become the head of the 
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National Recovery Administration, came in with a copy of a book by [Giovanni] Gentile, the 
Italian Fascist theoretician, for each member of the Cabinet, and we all read it with care." And 
they took it to heart -- and implemented it. 

Roosevelt's economic recovery plan was pure fascism, a marriage between the 
super-regulatory state and large business cartels -- taken directly from the pages of Mussolini's 
leading philosopher. FDR's historic Hundred Days, which President Clinton openly seeks to 
replicate, was a frightful period for our republic, during which a compliant Congress granted the 
new President almost unlimited powers. Roosevelt's Brain Trust instituted central planning with 
a vengeance, and General Hugh Johnson's Blue Eagle storm troopers were unleashed in a reign 
of terror against private enterprise. Wages, prices, work hours, and production quotas were set by 
federal bureaucrats, and woe unto the laborer, farmer, or shop owner who dared violate the 
federal dictates. 

America has not shaken off the fascist yoke in the decades and administrations since 
FDR. Indeed, Republican and Democrat administrations alike have merely introduced new 
interventionist burdens, while, like Mr. Clinton, singing the praises of private enterprise. This lip 
service to private property and free enterprise, observed economist Charlotte Twight in her 
important 1975 book, America's Emerging Fascist Economy. is a standard feature of fascism. 
"Since private, property and the profit motive work effectively as incentives for high production, 
fascism uses these features of capitalism, insofar as they do not conflict with the national interest 
as formulated by fascism's political authorities," noted Twight. "But the private entrepreneur is 
always regarded as a trustee of his property, allowed to use it according to his private desires 
only if the state has not decreed that his individual purposes contravene the political elite's 
determination of the state's best interest" (emphasis in original). 

"Fascism," noted Twight, "recognizes the individual's right to use and transfer his 
property to the same extent that any dictatorship preserves the right to free speech, for each 
supposed right is tolerated only as long as it does not interfere with the changing purposes of 
transient political rulers." 

As today, corporate collectivists were key supporters of Roosevelt's anti-American 
program. Besides the multi-millionaire, Wall Street financier Bernard Baruch, FDR's New Deal 
had the strong backing of business insiders like General Electric president Gerard Swope (who 
had actually drawn up the plan that became Roosevelt's National Recovery Act), U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce president Henry I. Ham man, General Motors vice president John Raskob, Wall 
Street banker Otto Kahn, Standard Oil Company of New Jersey president Walter C. Teagle, and 
International Harvester Company president Alexander Legge. Swope, Raskob, Teagle, and 
Legge became administrators in FDR's National Recovery Administration. To these statists the 
competition of the marketplace was anathema; they were monopolists to the core. They knew 
that under the favoritism of the Roosevelt-Mussolini plan their businesses would thrive, while 
their competitors with less political clout would be restricted or eliminated. 

The Clinton Agenda 

Bill Clinton has his own Swopes, Teagles, and Raskobs. Last December he gathered 
many of these captains and kings of finance and industry to Little Rock for his much-publicized 
economic summit. He is using these business leaders to sell his program to the rest of the 
business community. During his February 17th address to Congress, the television cameras 
flashed frequently from President Clinton to co-president Rodham-Clinton. Political observers 
could not help but notice that first person Hillary, who had staked out a high profile in recent 
days as head of the President's task force on health care reform, was flanked by two important 
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symbols of economic power. On her left sat Alan Greenspan, chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board. On her right was John Sculley, CEO of Apple Computer. 

The most important support for the Clinton plan has come from the heart of the American 
Establishment, the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). The Clinton economic plan closely 
follows the program laid out in Jeffrey Garten's article, "The 100-Day Economic Agenda," in the 
CFR's special "Advice for President Clinton" issue (Winter 1992/93) of its journal, Foreign 
Affairs. Mr. Clinton has filled his Cabinet and his economic adviser slots with CFR collectivists 
from Wall Street, Congress, and academe. 

Meanwhile, the CFR-dominated media has been enthusiastically selling the plan to the 
business community and the public. On March Ist, for instance, the New York Times carried a 
front-page story with the headline "Clinton Blueprint Wins New Respect: Emphasis on Shared 
Sacrifice Pleases Business Leaders." "It behooves everybody, businessmen and average 
individuals alike, to really make this [Clinton plan] work," Roberto C. Goizueta (CFR), chairman 
and chief executive officer of the Coca Cola Company, is quoted as saying. 

"There is a realization among business people that they want someone who is engaged in 
the activities of the economy," said Gail Fosler in the Times article. According to Fosler, who is 
identified as the chief economist at an enterprise called the Conference Board, "We reached the 
limits of laissez-faire economics after the first term of the Reagan Administration. The ideology 
of allowing business to compete totally without government support is so in contrast with what 
businesses are encountering in the global marketplace that it creates a demand for a president 
who is engaged in making the U.S. economy the world's most competitive." 

And so they go goose-stepping in the same direction, toward the same corporate-state, 
total-government, New Deal nirvana envisioned by Mr. Clinton's mentor, FDR. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


Freudian Fraud: The Malignant Effect of Freud's Theory on American Thought and 
Culture, by E. Fuller Torrey, MD, New York: HarperCollins, 1992, 362 pages, hardcover, 
$25.00. 

Dr. Fuller Torrey's reinterpretative book is assuredly not the sort of legacy dreamed of by 
the vainglorious Viennese Sigmund Freud. After all, Freud, who contended that his theories 
needed no validation, grew to expect the widespread praise he received, particularly in the 
United States. Walter Lippmann, for example, wrote: "I cannot help feeling that for this 
illumination, for this steadiness and brilliancy of mind, he may rank among the greatest who 
have contributed to thought." Similarly, American author Sherwood Anderson typified 
intellectuals when he penned: "If there is anything that you do not understand in human life, 
consult the works of Dr. Freud." Author Torrey, examining the results of Freud's theories and 
how they were cut to fashion in the West, finds them without scientific foundation. Not to put 
too fine a point on it, Freudianism is bogus. 

Intellectual Con 

Dr. Torrey, of course, is not the first to see through the secular notion that early 
childhood experiences determined adult personality and behavior. Nobel Laureate Sir Peter 
Medawar observed that while there were nuggets of truth in psychoanalysis -- as in Mesmerism 
and phrenology -- the general theory is false. Freud's theory will be seen, asserted Medawar, as 
"the most stupendous intellectual confidence trick of the twentieth century." 
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Torrey writes that Freud came up with the principles for his theory at a time when he was 
using cocaine regularly. He was also involved in the occult. Of course, as the author points out, 
just because Freud was a disciple of numerology and telepathy does not in itself negate his 
theory. But it does raise legitimate questions about Freud's analytic powers and scientific basis. 

What Torrey does, and does well, is to retrace with copious documentation (there are 73 
pages of notes) the spread of Freud's theory into U.S. life. A clinical and research psychiatrist in 
Washington, DC and a well-published author, Dr. Torrey takes the study of Freudianism one step 
further, and shows its influence in the ancient nature-nurture debate. Nature, or the influence of 
genetics, gets a big nod from Torrey's corner. 

Along the way, Torrey focuses on those who have used Freudian theory for their own 
ends, without hesitating to mention the far-Left politics and sexual licentiousness of such 
proponents. Demonstrating how Freudian theory helped intertwine revolutionaries such as 
anarchist Emma Goldman (an advocate of "free love"), "Wobbly" leader Bill Haywood, and 
communist historian John Reed with social "reformers" such as Margaret Sanger and Lincoln 
Steffens, Torrey earns the rancor of the Left. By underscoring how Freudianism was brought to 
the fore in such varied fields as anthropology, child-rearing, and criminal justice through the 
likes of icons Margaret Mead (he notes how her bisexuality affected her work), Benjamin Spock, 
and Clarence Darrow, Torrey could not have expected Freudian Fraud to be well received by 
the dominant leftist media. 

Thinking to issue the ultimate insult, the reviewer in the New York Times said that 
Torrey sounded like Dan Quayle, and accused him of having a political agenda. Followers of 
Freud, however, have had their own agenda, becoming leaders in reform movements concerning 
abortion, divorce, birth-control, child-labor, housing, and women's rights. All seemed, with 
Freud, to believe that there is a golden key within each of us to unlock all the ills of mankind. 

Race and Eugenics 

The sexual revolution of the 1920s seemed to represent the high-water mark for 
Freudians, and the theory appeared destined to go out of fashion in Depression days. Perhaps this 
is because psychotherapy is a plaything for the worried and affluent, not for the sick and poor. 
As Freud himself admitted, his therapy's "optimum conditions" exist "where it is not needed -- 
i.e., among the healthy." In any event, three generations after the fad of the elite had largely died, 
Freud's theory sprang up again in the 1950s amid the population at large. The horse it was riding 
was a reaction to Nazi Germany's espousal of genetic determinism and eugenics; it was a huge 
swing of the pendulum away from "nature" in the nature-nurture debate. 

Ironically, as Dr. Torrey shows, what became abhorrent as Nazi racism had been picked 
up by Hitler's followers from Anglo elitists in the United States. The top Ivy League schools had 
courses in eugenics, and presidents of such schools and other notables advocated restrictive 
immigration laws, and preached what today would be unforgivable racism, including compulsory 
sterilization. There were various sterilization laws drawn up for use in the U.S. for the homeless, 
orphans, crippled, and criminals (among others). Thousands were given compulsory 
sterilizations. 

On the opposing side were liberal social reformers and egalitarians who liked the 
Freudian notion that genetics meant little compared to how one was raised. It is significant that 
the foundations such as Carnegie and Rockefeller also swung their monetary support away from 
"nature" toward the theories acceptable to the Freudians. Myriad psychiatric Jewish refugees 
from the anti-Semitic Nazi regime, as Dr. Tolley indicates, had strong Marxist leanings. By the 
war's end, there were more psychoanalysts in the U.S. than in the rest of the world combined 
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and, with many, Freud and Marx had been combined. 

The nature-nurture debate, says Dr. Tolley, was "finally resolved at Nuremberg, where 
nature was put on trial alongside the Nazi leaders. Nature had been indicted for promoting the 
belief that some races are genetically more equal than others." After the Nuremberg Trial s, 
"theories extolling nurture as the primary antecedent of human behavior, including the theory of 
Sigmund Freud, would be considered politically correct and encounter little intellectual 
opposition as they moved across America in the postwar years." 

Author's Flaws 

For all of Dr. Torrey's exposing of what many conservatives would view as their 
adversaries, his book is not without flaws. In an attempt to prove his thesis, he uses examples 
that stretch points, and he exhibits a tendency toward oversimplification of complex issues. On 
ideological questions, he cannot resist trotting out some tired liberal baggage, such as the 
perennial comparison of Senator Joseph McCarthy to Torquemada; the need to put to rout the 
evil forces of celibacy and puritanism; the inevitable juxtaposition of "leftwing" communism and 
"rightwing" Nazism (to draw analogies to U.S. political poles of liberalism and conservatism) 
when both the Reds and Browns pushed variants of socialism; sneering talk about self-righteous 
moralists; obvious sympathies with "gay liberation" (despite his also pointing out the deviancies 
of certain Freudians); and a gratuitous insult against the "intellectual slag heap of the John 
Birchers." 

Torrey himself could use some shoring up in matters of history if he thinks Marxism was 
"discredited" among the intellectual elite in the U.S. who somehow saw the light after Stalin's 
atrocities. While some New York liberals may indeed have, as the author states, substituted 
Freud for Marx in the 1950s, Marxism assuredly did not go away -and has outlasted the Iron 
Curtain on many university campuses. 

In Nurseries and Prisons 

Dr. Benjamin Spock, who told Dr. Torrey in 1989 that he was "still basically a Freudian," 
is cast as the single individual most responsible for disseminating Freud's theory in the United 
States. Spock, a political radical, sold more than 40 million copies of his book on child care. 
Though containing valuable tips amid the propaganda, Spock's book brought Freudianism into 
the home concerning such matters as tickling, potty-training, and breast-feeding. 

"Perhaps the most important consequence of Freudian influence on child rearing has been 
the generation of parental guilt," writes Dr. Torrey. "Such guilt permeates the lamina of 
American consciousness to a degree probably unparalleled elsewhere in the world. It is as if the 
sins of the children have been visited on their parents, a reversal of the Biblical order of things. 
Such guilt creates in its turn the need for expiation and atonement, which many parents seek 
through psychotherapy. Thus Freud theory has both effectively created a need and then furnished 
a product with which to fulfill that need, a merchandising stratagem as elegant in its simplicity as 
it is in its profitability." 

Criminologists similarly brought the concepts of Freud into jailhouses and prisons, with 
the fanciful idea that -- as Clarence Darrow had it with the famous Leopold and Loeb case -- a 
criminal is not responsible for his crime. Indeed, Darrow wrote in 1922 that it was clear "that 
there is really no such thing as crime, as the word is generally understood." When defense 
attorney Darrow spoke about killer Richard Loeb, with his 160 IQ, still talking to his teddy bear, 
many scoffed. But now we have criminals making such motions as a "Twinkie defense" to shift 
blame from themselves to an improper diet, or a man who attempted to kill the President of the 
United States being acquitted as insane because he wanted to impress a movie actress. Ordinary 
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folks commonly laugh, but the intelligentsia still buy this bill of goods. 

Dr. Karl Menninger, who called himself "more Freudian than Freud," was among those in 
the vanguard of proponents of psychiatrization of criminology. He put mothers at the root of 
virtually all problems and thought it simply unfair to punish offenders. "I suspect that all the 
crimes committed by all the jailed criminals do not equal in total societal damage that of the 
crimes committed against them," emphasized Menninger, whose family clinic became the most 
famous in the country and who was awarded the Medal of Freedom in 1981. 

Who really suffers? Consider the case of a woman who was hammered to death by her 
Ivy League boyfriend. The boyfriend had bought a book about using the insanity defense before 
committing the crime, but was nonetheless not found guilty of murder -- but merely 
manslaughter -- because of his "extreme emotional distress." This distress, hitherto unseen, was 
inflamed by childhood experiences, such as that the killer's mother dated a man other than his 
father when the boy was in "the Oedipal situation in life." Cried the distraught mother of the 
dead girl: "If you have a $30,000 defense fund, a Yale connection and a clergy connection, you 
are entitled to one free hammer murder." Or, as one psychiatrist wrote: "Psychiatrically speaking, 
nothing is wrong -- only sick." 

* ** * 

In 1945, Dr. Torrey notes, psychiatrists, psychologists, and psychiatric social workers in 
the U.S. numbered about 9,000. Now, after hundreds of millions of dollars in federal grants, 
these numbers have grown to about 200,000. Most of these, naturally, were exposed to Freudian 
theories. Home-grown, Freudian-based therapies continue to proliferate, so it is doubtful that the 
peak has been reached. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


Stepping Onto "World Soil" 

Larry Bates edits and publishes Monetary & Economic Review, a monthly publication of 
the Colorado-based First American Monetary Consultants, Inc., of which he is founder and 
president. On February Ist, he and some members of his editorial staff visited the United Nations 
headquarters in New York City. "Our purpose," he reported in the February 1993 issue of 
M&ER, "was to visit and explore first-hand what these folks are up to. As we entered the gate to 
the U.N., a sign on the gate reminded us that we were leaving U.S. Territory and that we were 
now on ‘world soil." 

One statue in front of the UN "featured a pistol with its barrel twisted into a knot. One 
wall in the vicinity quoted Isaiah, 'And they shall beat their swords into plowshares.' It was 
evident that their intent is to beat your and my swords into plowshares, not theirs." 

When Bates and company stepped into the Economic and Social Council chambers, the 
tour guide elaborated on the world's social problems and the UN's plans for solving them. Bates 
"facetiously asked, 'why don't we just take everybody's property in the world and put it in one big 
pile and then evenly redistribute it'?' She replied, 'that's a very good idea; it's what we're trying to 
do." (3500 JFK Parkway, Fort Collins, CO 80525, $150) 

An American Hero 

Captain John Morrison Birch, after whom the patriotic John Birch Society is named, was 
the focus of a fascinating profile by free-lance writer C.V. Glines in Air Force Magazine for 
February 1993. 

Born to missionary parents in India on May 28, 1918, John Birch himself became a 
Christian missionary to China in 1939. He was instrumental in rescuing General Jimmy Doolittle 
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and his surviving crew members following the famous Doolittle Raid on Tokyo in 1942. 

When Birch expressed an interest in joining the American military, Doolittle passed the 
word to General Claire L. Chennault, leader of the Flying Tigers, and Chennault "first assigned 
Birch duties as a civilian chaplain and then commissioned him a second lieutenant in the Army 
Air Forces on July 4, 1942." 

Birch was assigned to establish and operate General Chennault's intelligence system. In 
his autobiography, Way of a Fighter, Chennault refers to Birch as "the pioneer of our field 
intelligence net." Glines notes, "Birch became known as 'the eyes of the 14th Air Force," and 
"General Chennault said that about ninety percent of his downed flyers, 'the highest percentage 
of any war theater,' had been saved through Birch's system." 

Glines describes the circumstances surrounding Captain Birch's brutal murder by the 
Chinese communists on August 25, 1945 (ten days after the war's end) while he was in uniform 
and on a peaceful and official mission for our government. Details of the atrocity were confirmed 
by the eyewitness account of a military companion who was also shot and left for dead, but 
survived. 

The sole flaw of any significance in this otherwise marvelous and engrossing overview of 
Captain Birch's service to his country surfaces in the last paragraph, where Glines attempts to 
distance John Birch from the organization that bears his name. Since Captain Birch died in 1945, 
and the John Birch Society was rounded in 1958, it seems unseemly for Glines to assert that "it is 
undisputed that young Captain Birch had nothing to do with the organization or its members." 

For the record, John Birch's sister, Mrs. Betty Toms, told a reporter in 1964, "If he were 
alive today, I believe John would like to be a member of the John Birch Society. The folks were 
delighted when the John Birch Society was formed. They are active members and are in full 
accord with what the society stands for." The late Mr. and Mrs. George Birch authorized the 
naming of the John Birch Society in honor of their son, were honorary life members, and Mrs. 
Birch was a leader of the first JBS chapter organized in Georgia. (1501 Lee Highway, Arlington, 
VA 22209, $25) 

Hollywood 1992: The Movies 

The February 1993 issue of Movieguide, published by the Christian Film and Television 
Commission, is a special double-edition, in-depth reprise and analysis of films released by 
Hollywood during 1992. Included are Movieguide's selections as the ten best films for both 
families and mature audiences, and the year's 20 worst films. Many other flicks are reviewed and 
rated according to the magazine's detailed evaluation system that measures both cinematic and 
moral quality. 

On the whole, 1992 was a mixed bag, with some commendable major films and "a host 
of excellent smaller films which had straightforward biblical values." But the commendable 
films were more than offset by "an increase of pornography ... anti-Christian demonic 
pornography ... gang violence ... homoerotic drug addiction ... transvestite bait-and-switch... 
pornographic animation ... sadistic sex ... and homosexual diatribes throughout the year." 

The number of films rated as "morally good" by Movieguide increased compared to 
1991, but so did the number of those rated "evil." Movies portraying "extreme sex" decreased, 
but those with "casual sexual immorality" as a theme increased. Films "with no sex" decreased 
somewhat, while those with "casual nudity" jumped dramatically. 

Films with "pro-Christian themes, characters, or elements" increased substantially, as did 
those with biblical themes (though not all were devoid of negative elements). Indeed, 14 of the 
top 25 films, based on box office receipts, "had pro-Christian or biblical themes, characters or 
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content." Movies with "anti-Christian and anti-biblical content" also increased, but such films 
"did very poorly at the box office." 
The February issue of Movieguide, a must for Christian and family-oriented moviegoers, 
sells for $5. (P.O. Box 190010, Atlanta, GA 31119) 
-- ROBERT W. LEE 


GUN REPORT 


Crime-Free Kennesaw 

On January 29th, Oregon State Representative Liz Van Leeuwen introduced legislation to 
require each home in the Beaver State to keep at least one firearm (and ammunition) on hand. 
Patterned after a landmark 1982 law in Kennesaw, Georgia, this legislation would also require 
gun-safety training and exempt those who oppose gun possession. Van Leeuwen told reporters, 
"Criminals have learned now that crime does pay. They're long gone when the police get there. 
They're not as likely to do it if there's a threat of deadly force." 

The veteran legislator was astonished by the controversy her proposal generated. Talk 
shows around the country began calling. In her weekly newsletter, she told constituents that the 
national media "seem surprised that regular folks can come up with new ideas." 

March 25th will mark the 11th anniversary of Kennesaw's pro-gun ordinance. The city 
has been virtually crime-free since. After the law went into effect in 1982, crimes against persons 
(including homicide and rape) plummeted 74 percent compared to 1981. They fell another 45 
percent in 1983 compared to 1982. There were only 40 burglaries (both business and residential) 
in 1992. For the ten-year period 1983-1992, armed robberies averaged a mere 1.6 annually, rapes 
1.5, and murders 0.2. There have been no murders with guns. 

Kennesaw has a population of around 13,000, compared to about 5,000 in 1980, yet the 
decline in crime continues, falling nearly four percent in 1991 compared to 1990, the last years 
for which complete figures are available. 

Gun Rationing 

On February 25th, the Virginia General Assembly gave its final blessing to a somewhat 
watered-down version of the one-handgun-per-month rationing bill sought by Governor L. 
Douglas Wilder (D). The governor promptly called it "a very strong bill" and thanked the 
legislature for its efforts. 

Gun control lobbyists claim that the measure will curb interstate gun smuggling. The new 
law allows residents of the Old Dominion to legally purchase more than one gun per mouth, but 
only after receiving permission to do so from the state police. 

The Virginia battle has triggered attempts to pass similar legislation in other states. In 
West Virginia, a spokesperson for Governor Gaston Caperton (D) indicated that such a measure 
was needed because, among other things, there is a "perception that d--- near everyone has a 
gun." If true, that perception may explain in part why West Virginia has one of the nation's 
lowest rates of violent crime. 

On March 4th, the House Crime and Criminal Justice Subcommittee, chaired by anti-gun 
Representative Charles E. Schumer (D-NY), began hearings on the gun-smuggling issue, a clear 
signal that the drive for a national gun rationing law is underway. 

Rationing laws will likely impede, rather than enhance, the efforts of law enforcement 
agencies to cope with interstate gun smuggling. As noted in the January 1993 issue of NRA 
Action (published by the National Rifle Association Institute for Legislative Action); for the 
relatively few persons "who make illegal purchases, multiple gun purchases may be law 
enforcement's best -- and only -- indication of illicit trafficking activity." 
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Under existing law, when an individual purchases two or more handguns at a time, 
dealers must file a multiple sales report with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. 
Sophisticated illegal gun traffickers already operate below that "threshold of detectability" by 
limiting the number of guns they purchase to avoid the multiple-sales reporting requirement. 

The NRA scrutinized dozens of cases and found that, in general, "the higher the average 
number of guns per transaction, the shorter the operational period of criminal activity." In other 
words, "criminals who purchased an average of more than two guns per transaction were readily 
detectable and operated for a short period of time," while those "who kept purchases under two 
guns a month operated undetected for a considerably longer period of time." 

Who's Crazy? 

On October 16, 1991, unemployed merchant marine George Hennard killed 23 persons 
and wounded about 20 others in Luby's Cafeteria in Killeen, Texas. Because none of the 
innocent victims and others on the scene were armed, they were unable to effectively defend 
themselves. 

A recent article by anti-gun columnist Mary McGrory condemned a proposed Texas law 
that would allow law-abiding citizens to carry concealed firearms. McGrory paraphrased one 
anti-gun lobbyist as saying that the proposal is an example of how the gun lobby "is getting 
crazier as more challenges to its power are made," And she added sarcastically: "There's a theory 
that had someone in the Killeen cafeteria been armed, as every red-blooded American should be, 
the carnage would have been less." 

On February 27th, the Washington Post published a letter from Dr. Suzanna Gratia that 
gave credence to this theory. Dr. Gratia, a Copperas Cove, Texas chiropractor, was in Luby's at 
the time of the tragedy with her mother and father, both of whom were shot to death as she 
watched helplessly, Under Texas law, Dr. Gratia was licensed to have a gun while traveling in 
her car. When she arrived at Luby' s, she left the weapon in the vehicle rather than risk losing her 
license on an "unlawful carrying" charge. Looking back, she is convinced that had her gun been 
at hand when Hennard began shooting, she could have saved her parents and a number of the 
other victims. 

In her letter to the Post, Dr. Gratia asserted that when "Mary McGrory has seen a man 
calmly walk around a crowded dining room shooting people, when she has been a helpless 
witness to her father and mother being killed, then and only then can she declare me crazy for 
wanting to be able to carry a gun with which to defend myself." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Amending the First Ammendment 

ITEM: The February 10th USA Today carried a full-page ad sponsored by Freedom Forum 
that quoted the late Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Marshall as saying, "If the First 
Amendment means anything, it means that a state has no business telling a man, sitting alone in 
his own house, what books he may read or what films he may watch." 

CORRECTION: The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution did not have anything to do 
with protecting the people against the abuses of a state government. In its entirety, the First 
Amendment states, "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech or of the press; or the 
right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of 
grievances." The words "Congress shall make no law" are clear: They do not mean "a state shall 
make no law," "a school district shall make no decision," etc. 
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Like the First Amendment, the prohibitions against government intrusions in the other 
amendments that make up the Bill of Rights also applied only to the federal government, not to 
the states. This is hardly surprising since the states created the federal government, delegating to 
it certain well-defined powers. The Constitution of which the Bill of Rights is a part limited the 
powers of the federal government, while the state constitutions limited the powers of the states. 

This basic concept was altered by the courts following the adoption of the 14th 
Amendment in 1868. Designed to end the effects of slavery, the 14th Amendment included a 
clause specifying that no state shall "deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due 
process of law...." Over time, the courts have used this clause to rule that nearly all of the 
protections in the Bill of Rights apply to the states (and to the various subdivisions of a state) as 
well as to the federal government. As a consequence of such rulings, prayer in public schools (to 
cite one example) is held to be a violation of the First Amendment. Never mind the intent of the 
Founding Fathers! 

About Those EMFs 

ITEM: The January 1-3 USA Weekend carried a cover story about the health effects of 
electromagnetic fields. The grabber line on the cover asked, "IS MY ELECTRIC BLANKET 
KILLING ME?" The cover text continued: "That's not a silly, question: Blankets, blow-dyers and 
power lines are linked to cancers, depression and leukemia." 

CORRECTION: The sensational text on the cover of this newspaper supplement was 
obviously designed more to pull people into the article than to create genuine understanding. The 
article itself cautions, "After more than 40 studies of disease in the population, there's still no 
conclusive evidence" that the electromagnetic fields (EMFs) from electric blankets, razors, 
blow-dryers, and power lines cause cancers, depressions, and leukemia. Nevertheless, the article 
warns that there could be adverse health effects and even cites inconclusive studies suggesting 
that this is so. 

Dr. Petr Beckmann, professor emeritus at the University of Colorado in the Department 
of Electrical Engineering, provides a less sensational treatment of EMFs in an article appearing 
in the book Rational Readings on Environmental Concerns (Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992). 
The good professor puts concern over EMFs in the proper perspective by noting that electric 
clocks and alarm clocks -- which have been used for many decades without any demonstrable 
health effects -- have EMFs of comparable intensity to video display terminals (VDTs), a major 
target of anti-EMF activists. Presumably, if the VDTs are a major health hazard, then the electric 
clocks and alarm clocks should be as well. 

As for the EMF-producing transmission lines that have sparked so much controversy of 
late, the USA Weekend story notes that a typical exposure for a person standing just outside the 
right of way for a transmission line "could be 20 milligauss." Never mind that (based on figures 
supplied in Dr. Beckmann's article) an electric shaver typically produces an EMF of 50 to 300 
milligauss and a stereo an EMF of four to 100 milligauss. 


-- GARY BENOIT 
PUBLISHERS PAGE Presidential 
Double Agents 
John F. McManus 


Eighteen months ago, Russian President Boris Yeltsin seized control of all KGB and 
Communist Party files in the name of the Russian government. Some of what the 204 million 
files contain has been made available for outside scrutiny. 
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Among the discoveries from the dusty archives has been confirmation that the Soviets 
perpetrated the murder of 20,000 Polish Army officers in 1943. Culpability for the slaughter, 
widely known as the Katyn Forest Massacre, had always been vehemently denied by the Soviets. 

Even though much interesting information has been found, it is also known that many 
files have been destroyed and the KGB's successor organizations have sealed theirs tight. In 
addition, the military never gave anyone access to its files. So there is much of the USSR's sordid 
history that may never become available. 

Nixon and Kissinger 

On February 8th, the New York Times published a few items from these files as they 
were aired at a recent conference held by Russian and American scholars in Moscow. One 
glossed-over gem that should especially infuriate any American contained a portion of a 
conversation that took place in June 1969 between Soviet Ambassador to the U.S. Anatoly 
Dobrynin and President Nixon's national security adviser, Henry Kissinger. 

At the time, America was at war against Soviet-supplied communists in Vietnam. The 
world had been reminded only a year earlier of Soviet brutality when Red Army tanks rolled into 
Prague, Czechoslovakia. 

So what did Kissinger tell Dobrynin? The President's top foreign policy adviser told the 
Soviet official to ignore Mr. Nixon's anti-communist pronouncements because they were merely 
vote-getting palaver. According to Dobrynin, here is an account of Kissinger's point made during 
the conversation: 

President Nixon takes into account the Soviet Union's special interests in Eastern Europe 

and does not intend to do anything there that would be assessed in Moscow as a 

"challenge" to its position in the region. That is Nixon's basic approach to this 

question and there is no need, affirmed Kissinger, to pay great attention to 

separate public critical statements by the president on one East European country 

or another, since this is only tribute to some layers of the U.S. population which 

play a role in American elections. 

In other words, President Nixon would do nothing to interfere with Soviet domination of 
Eastern Europe -even though he would create the impression among ethnic groups living in 
America that he was a hard-line opponent of Soviet control of the region. 

Reagan and Brezhnev 

In March 1981, only weeks after assuming the Presidency, Ronald Reagan lay in a 
Washington hospital recovering from wounds inflicted in an assassination attempt. He took time 
to send a letter to Soviet dictator Leonid Brezhnev carrying essentially a duplicate of the Nixon 
message 12 years earlier. As related in the Chicago Tribune of May 30, 1988 by reporter 
Vincent Schodolski, the handwritten letter called for the two nations to work together to reduce 
word tensions. 

In a first draft of the letter, Mr. Reagan actually told Brezhnev "to ignore my public 
pronouncements" about the Soviet Union. He was likely referring to his assertion at his very first 
presidential news conference that he knew of "no leader of the Soviet Union" who did not 
believe it was his "right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat" in order to achieve Soviet aims. 

Even after sending the letter, Mr. Reagan continued his verbal assaults on the Kremlin. 
He referred to the Soviet Union as an "evil empire," and stated that Soviet communism was "the 
focus of evil in the modern world." The rhetoric satisfied a large Reagan constituency because it 
was absolutely on target. But it was never backed up by the kind of actions that were merited. 

What these two incidents reveal is the contempt held by high officials of our own 
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government for the American people and for honesty itself. They confirm in loud headlines that 
we should always place far more reliance on actions than on words. 
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